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In higher education, the number of Hispanic immigrant students has steadily increased, 
particularly in central Florida.  The purpose of this quantitative study was to analyze the 
perceptions of higher education Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish and who are 
enrolled in English-only and bilingual degree programs in two central Florida universities.  A 
quantitative, non-experimental survey research approach was utilized.  A variety of descriptive, 
associative, and inferential statistical techniques were used to answer the research questions.  A 
response rate of 12.7% (n = 71) was achieved.  There was no difference in the overall perception 
of course efficacy between participants enrolled in English-only instruction versus bilingual 
instructional formats.  The instructional element of the appropriateness of course materials was 
the most robust correlate of study participants’ perceived overall course efficacy for study 
participants receiving instruction in English-only educational environments.  Additionally, 
appropriateness of accommodations and access to course instructor were the most robust 
correlates of study participants’ perceived overall course efficacy for study participants receiving 
instruction in bilingual educational methods.  The instructional element of sufficiency of course 
resources was the most robust correlate of study participants’ perceived overall course 
satisfaction for study participants receiving instruction in English-only educational 
environments, whereas the instructional element acquisition of desired content and information 
was the most robust correlate of study participants’ perceived overall course satisfaction for 
study participants receiving instruction in bilingual educational methods. 
Keywords:  English-only education, bilingual education, Hispanic, Spanish speaking, 
course satisfaction, course efficacy 
viii 
 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
Dedication……………………………………………………………………………   iii 
 
Acknowledgments……………………………………………………………………   iv 
 
Abstract………………………………………………………………………………   vi 
 
Table of Contents…………………………………………………………………….   vii 
 
List of Tables…………………………………………………………………………  x 
 
Chapter          Page 
 
I. INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................1 
 
 Background ..............................................................................................................2 
 Problem/Purpose Statement ...................................................................................13 
 Conceptual Framework ..........................................................................................14 
 Significance............................................................................................................15 
 Overview of Methodology .....................................................................................15 
 Research Questions ..........................................................................................15 
 Research Hypotheses .......................................................................................16 
 Analyses  ................................................................................................................18 
 Preliminary Analysis ........................................................................................18 
 Data Analysis by Research Questions .............................................................18 
 Limitations .............................................................................................................18 




II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE..................................................................................25 
  
 Organization of the Literature Review ..................................................................25 
 Documentation .......................................................................................................26 
 Introduction ............................................................................................................26 
 Home Language .....................................................................................................28 
 Bilingualism ...........................................................................................................31 
 English-Only Movement ........................................................................................41 
 Laws Protecting Immigrant Students .....................................................................47 
 Puerto Ricans in Florida and Central Florida ........................................................49 
 Conceptual Framework ..........................................................................................51 
 Summary ................................................................................................................54 
 
 




 Introduction/Statement of Problem ........................................................................57 
 Brief Literature Review .........................................................................................58 
 Description of Methodology ..................................................................................59 
 Research context ..............................................................................................59 
 Participants .......................................................................................................59 
 Instrument ........................................................................................................60 
 Validity ......................................................................................................60 
 Reliability ...................................................................................................61 
 Procedures ........................................................................................................61 
 Data Analysis ...................................................................................................62 
 Research Question 1 ..................................................................................63 
 Research Question 2 ..................................................................................64 
 Additional Research Question ...................................................................64 
 Additional Research Question ...................................................................65 
 Summary ................................................................................................................66 
 
 
IV. RESULTS ..............................................................................................................67 
 
 Introduction/Statement of Problem ........................................................................67 
 Methods of Data Collection ...................................................................................67 
 Data Analysis by Research Question .....................................................................68 
















 Summary ................................................................................................................80 
 
 
V.  DISCUSSION ........................................................................................................83 
 
 Brief Summary/Statement of the Problem .............................................................83 
 Review of Methodology ........................................................................................84 
x 
 
 Summary of Results ...............................................................................................86 
 Discussion by Research Question ..........................................................................87 
  Research Question 1 ........................................................................................87 
  Research Question 2 ........................................................................................89 
  Additional Research Questions ........................................................................90 
 Additional Research Questions ........................................................................91 
 Study Limitations ...................................................................................................93 
 Implications for Future Practice .............................................................................94 
 Recommendations for Future Research .................................................................95 









LIST OF TABLES 
 
Table           Page 
 
   1. Perceived Efficacy Comparison of Instructional Delivery Methods ....................68 
   2. Perceived Satisfaction Comparison of Instructional Delivery Method ................69 
   3. Associative Comparisons of Perceived Course Efficacy by Instructional  
       Delivery Format ....................................................................................................72 
   4. Associative Comparisons of Perceived Course Efficacy by Instructional  






The purpose of this quantitative study was to analyze the perceptions of higher education 
Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish and who are enrolled in English-only 
education or bilingual education in two central Florida universities.  In the current research, we 
reviewed the effectiveness of both instructional settings as perceived by the target population.  
Furthermore, this study examined potential educational challenges that inhibit higher education 
Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish as they attempt to complete a college degree.   
The debate over which model of instruction is better for Hispanic students, particularly 
English Language Learners (ELLs), has raged in educational circles for decades (Obudo, 2007).  
Over the years, there have been considerable scholarly efforts to understand whether bilingual 
education or English immersion models are more effective instruction for ELLs (Gandara, 2012).  
According to census data, 80% of all ELLs in the United States are Hispanic (National Education 
Association, n.d.).  It is noteworthy that this study did not identify that all participants are ELLs.   
This dissertation is quantitative research.  The research was based primarily upon a 
questionnaire survey of central Florida higher education Hispanic students’ perceptions of 
English-only and bilingual education.  Prior to this study, the ways in which native Spanish-
speaking Hispanic students who are enrolled in central Florida universities perceived English-





to uncover what factors contribute to Hispanic students’ performance in both instructional 
settings.   
Background 
According to The Pew Research Center, there are “a record of 43.7 million immigrants 
living in the United States, making up 13.5% of the nation’s population” (Radford & Budiman, 
2018, para.1).  “This immigrant population represented more than quadrupled since the 1960s 
when the 1965 Immigration and Naturalization Act took effect” (Radford & Budiman, 2018, 
para. 1).  Furthermore, the number of immigrants living in the United States is projected to keep 
increasing.   
As immigration increases in the United States, the number of Hispanic students pursuing 
a higher education degree has been steadily growing.  According to the U.S. Department of 
Education, between 2000 and 2015, the college-going rate among Hispanic high school 
graduates grew from 22% to 37% (as cited in Field, 2018).  Field (2018) stated that Hispanic 
undergraduate enrollment more than doubled to 3 million.  “More than a quarter of young 
Hispanics (28%) now have at least an associate’s degree, up from 15% in 2000” (para. 5). 
With the growth of Hispanic higher education students, schools in the United States serve 
an increasingly diverse student population.  According to Bergey, Movit, Baird, and Faria 
(2018), in higher education, increases in immigration, as well as a growth in international student 
enrollment, mean that institutions are faced with the challenge and opportunity of serving ELLs 
on their campuses. (para. 1).  According to Padron, Waxman, and Rivera (2002), effective 
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instructional practices are crucial in addressing the educational crisis facing many Hispanic 
students in the United States.  Research-based instructional practices are vital to improving the 
academic success of Hispanic students. (Padron, et al., 2002). 
Hispanic individuals and families living in the United States may face multiple 
challenges.  According to Moitinho (2015), two of these challenges are the acquisition of and 
proficiency in the English language.  Moitinho (2015) stated that language positively affects 
one’s ability to pursue an education, secure employment, and cement family relationships. (para. 
5).   
Hispanic higher education students whose first language is Spanish and who attend 
central Florida universities could face challenges that make it difficult to accomplish their 
academic goals.  A large group of these students moved to central Florida in search of better 
education, professional development, and careers.  Most of these students have the intention of 
staying in Florida after graduation to find a competitive job and establish their residency in the 
United States.  As previously stated by Moitinho (2015), Hispanic individuals and families in 
central Florida could face the challenges of English language acquisition and proficiency, since 
most colleges and universities in central Florida provide English-only instruction.  Only a small 
percentage of universities in central Florida offer bilingual education in order to meet the 
potential needs of higher education Hispanic students whose home language is  
Spanish.   
Hispanics in the United States.  Hispanics are a group of immigrants who have most 
impacted the United States population.  Hispanics have immigrated to the United States seeking 
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to achieve the American dream, which Adams (1931) defined as “a land in which life should be 
better and richer and fuller for everyone, with opportunity for each according to ability or 
achievement regardless of the fortuitous circumstances of birth or position” (p. 214).   
Hispanics of Mexican origin have always been the largest Hispanic group in the United 
States but, between 1930 and 1980, Hispanics from countries other than Mexico nearly doubled 
their representation in the United States (Flores, 2017b).  Flores (2017) noted that the Hispanic 
population has been the principal driver of United States demographic growth, accounting for 
half of national population growth since 2000.  Additionally, according to Flores (2017b), 
between 1980 and 2000, immigrants were the principal driver of Hispanic growth as the 
Hispanic immigrant population boomed from 4.2 million to 14.1 million.  Flores also noted that 
United States births were the primary source of this growth as between 2000 and 2010.  During 
this period, there were 9.6 million Latino births in the United States.  Flores (2017b) also 
claimed that this substantial growth is due to a group of factors that together have impacted the 
American nation.  For example, the Hispanic population itself has evolved over time, with 
changes in immigration, education, and other characteristics (Flores, 2017b, p. 1).   
The Pew Research Center described the Hispanic population in the United States as the 
largest ethnic or racial minority (Flores, 2017a).  The 2006–2015 analysis of the American 
Community Survey Integrated Public Use Microdata Samples (IPUMS) stated that, since 1960, 
the nation’s Latino population has increased nearly nine-fold, from 6.3 million to 56.5 million by 
2015 (Flores, 2017a).  In the early 2000s, “The number of newly arrived Hispanic immigrants 
greatly outnumbered newly-arrived Asian immigrants” (Radford & Budiman, 2018, p. 8). 
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The United States Census of 2016 noted that the Hispanic population in the United States 
has increased to 57.5 million.  In fact, “Between 2015 and 2016, 1,131,766 Hispanics were 
added to the United States population” (United States Census Bureau, 2017a, para. 3).  The 
United States Census of 2016 has projected that “the Hispanic population will reach 119 million 
by 2060” (United States Census Bureau, 2017a, para 5).  As a result, “The Hispanic population 
will constitute 28.6% of the nation’s population by 2060” (United States Census Bureau, 2017a, 
para. 5).  Most recently, the United States Census (2017a) estimated the nation’s population at 
325.7 million and also stated that the Hispanic population has become the largest racial minority 
group in the United States, reaching 58.9 million, which represents 18.1% of the nation’s 
population.  The United States Census has projected that the Hispanic population is “expected to 
grow by 86% nationwide between 2015 and 2060” (Radford & Budiman, 2018, p. 8).   
The majority of people from foreign countries characterize the United States as a “nation 
of immigrants” (Jordan, 2018, para. 1).  However, unauthorized immigrants have prompted a 
public and political debate over issues such as deportation, the construction of a wall, legal 
status, education, and citizenship.  Radford and Budiman (2018) provided the following 
information regarding trends in unauthorized immigration: 
The nation’s unauthorized immigrants’ population grew rapidly between 1990 and 2007, 
reaching a peak of 12.2 million.  But since then, the population declined to 11.1 million, 
where it has remained.  Unauthorized immigrants from Mexico constitute half of all 
unauthorized immigrants and have been a driver of the group’s population decline.  The 
number of unauthorized immigrants from Mexico fell from a peak of 6.9 million in 2007 
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to 5.8 million in 2014.  About one-quarter of the United States foreign-born population is 
unauthorized immigrants, while most of the nation’s immigrants reside in the United 
States legally.  Naturalized citizens account for the largest portion of the foreign-born 
population (44.1%). (para. 11). 
On the other hand, Hispanics in the United States showed their efforts to improve 
themselves.  As of August 31, 2017, The United States Census Bureau (2017b) relayed the 
following salient facts related to the Hispanic population in the United States and their education: 
• 67.1% of Hispanics age 25 and older had at least a high school education in 2016 
• 15.3% Hispanics age 25 and older had a bachelor’s degree or higher in 2016 
• 5 million Hispanics age 25 and older had at least a bachelor’s degree in 2016 
• 1.6 million Hispanics age 25 and older had an advanced degree in 2016 (e.g. master’s 
professional, doctorate) 
• 17.4% of students (both undergraduate and graduate) enrolled in college in 2016 were 
Hispanic 
• 24.7% of students were Hispanic of the total students enrolled in kindergarten through 
12th grade in 2016 
• 34.2% of the Hispanic population was foreign-born 
• 62.4% of the 22.3 million noncitizens who were born in Latin America and  
the Caribbean were living in the United States in 2011–2015 (pp. 1–8). 
A growing share of Hispanics have attended college.  Almost 40% of Hispanics ages 25 
and older attended college in 2015, up from 30% in 2000 (Flores, 2017b, para. 10).  At the same 
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time, the United States Census Bureau (2017a) noted that during the decade 1996 to 2016, the 
number of Hispanic students enrolled in schools, colleges, and universities in the United States 
doubled from 8.8 million to 17.9 million, thus representing 22.7% of all people enrolled in 
school.  The United States Census Bureau (2017a) noted that “in spite of the many positive 
trends of Hispanic students enrollment, there are still gaps separating Hispanics from other 
groups in overall education” (para. 8).   
Hispanics in Florida and central Florida.  The state of Florida has been home to a 
sizable number of immigrants, many of whom are from the Caribbean.  The United States 
Census Bureau (2017b) estimated the state of Florida’s population at 20.98 million and outlined 
that the “Hispanic population reached 5.37 million which represents 25.6% of its population” 
(pp. 1–2).   
Immigration plays a major role in the growth of Florida’s Hispanic population.  Many 
people from different parts of Central and South America have moved to Florida and particularly 
to central Florida searching for better opportunities in education and employment.  Florida has 
become the residence of approximately 4,517,191 Hispanic immigrants (Flores, 2017b).  
Gutierrez (2016) noted that, between 2000 and 2014, the largest groups of Hispanics in Florida 
were Cubans (1,331,893), Puerto Ricans (934,290), and Mexicans (646,081). 
Educational Challenges for Hispanic Students in Higher Education 
Hispanic communities face educational issues similar to other minority groups, and 
Hispanic students’ achievement gaps need to be addressed.  Hispanics are the largest and most 
rapidly growing minority group in the United States.  However, they have the lowest college 
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completion rate.  According to Fry (2014), Hispanics have made progress in college enrollment 
at two- and four-year school. However, young Hispanics still lag behind in earning four-year 
college degrees (Fry, 2014, para. 10).  When comparing Whites with Latinos, “the gaps in 
graduation rates between white and Latino college students have persisted” (Hong, 2017, para. 
1).  The issue of education is an important one for Hispanics.  According to Krogstad (2016), 
83% of Hispanics cited education as very important to their vote in the 2016 election, ranking it 
alongside the economy, health care, and terrorism as a top issue (Krogstad, 2016, para.2).   
Financial Challenges 
 According to Brown, Santiago, and Lopez (2003), many Hispanics in higher education 
are first-generation college students.  Most of the students come from a low socioeconomic 
background, have less academic high school education than their peers, and are more likely to 
enroll in community colleges.  Brown et al.  (2003) stated that these students are concentrated 
geographically in a small number of states and institutions of higher education.  In addition, 
Cubias (2017) stated that Latino students experience both a lack of financial assistance and 
academic preparation when trying to access higher education.   
The National Journal Poll of 2014 showed that “66% of Hispanics who got a job or 
entered the military directly after high school cited the need to help support their family as a 
reason for not enrolling in college, compared with 39% of whites” (Krogstad, 2016, para. 3).  
Krogstad (2016) stated “in 2014, 35% of Hispanics ages 18 to 24 were enrolled in a two- or four-
year college, up from 22% in 1993” (para. 5).  In their tabulation of the March 2014 population 
survey by race and ethnicity, the Pew Research Center reported the following completion rates 
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for undergraduate students ages 25 to 29: Asians (63%), Whites (41%), Blacks (22%), and 
Hispanics (15%) (Krogstad, 2016, para. 5).  This gap is due in part to the fact that Hispanics are 
less likely than some other groups to enroll in a four-year college, attend an academically 
selective college, and enroll full time (Krogstad, 2016).  Brown et al.  (2003) found the 
following:  
Without a solid understanding of the mechanisms to finance a college education, many 
Latino families and their students either do not consider college or limit their choices 
based on sticker price.  This financial concern leads many Latino students to choose a 
community college because it is closer to home and more affordable.  Community 
colleges serve many important purposes for large numbers of students.  However, the 
ambition to begin at a community college and then transfer to a four-year institution is 
not often realized. (para. 20) 
Language Challenges 
The majority of Hispanic immigrant higher education students’ predominant language is 
Spanish, and most colleges and universities in the United States teach English-only classes.  As 
stated by Moitinho (2015), many Hispanic students find the acquisition of a new language 
challenging.  Yet, the ability to speak English positively affects one’s ability to pursue an 
education. 
The lack of opportunities has inhibited Latino immigrant students from fully participating 
in activities that would support their social and cognitive development.  According to Alvarez de 
Davila and Michaels (2016), the language barrier and other socioeconomic factors limit Hispanic 
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students’ access to postsecondary education, and those who do successfully access it may not be 
prepared to perform because of knowledge gaps and lower language skills. 
In addition to the language barrier, most of the Hispanic students face other barriers to 
educational completion, including the need for adequate funding for schools and universities 
serving minority and disadvantaged students.  According to Ruggiano (2008), the most important 
barriers that prevent Hispanic students from pursuing higher education are the language barrier, 
perceived discrimination, cultural bias, stereotypes, socioeconomic status, limited knowledge of 
the United States education system, and low academic achievement.   
Immigrant Parents’ Challenges 
Children of immigrant parents face some barriers to college access, particularly if they 
are first-generation college students.  Numerous Hispanics come from their home countries with 
little formal education.  Many Latino parents are limited in their ability to guide their children to 
high school completion and help them with higher education decisions because of low literacy 
levels in both English and Spanish as well as their unfamiliarity with the educational system of 
the United States (Brown et al., 2003).  Cubias’ (2017) research showed that low parental 
involvement in students’ education due to language barriers, long work hours, and parents’ lack 
of formal education affects Latino students’ success.  Cubias (2017) explained, “Based on the 
perceptions of the students, family, and peer support were recognized as important strengths” (p. 
1). 
Alon and Tienda (2010) stated that Hispanic students with foreign-born parents face 
greater disadvantages in postsecondary achievements than their counterparts with native-born 
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parents—mainly because of their parents’ lower education levels.  Brown et al.  (2003) showed 
some evidence of the challenge for advocates of Latino education.  They explained that “the 
challenge is understanding how Latino parents and first-generation college students view the 
educational system and then informing them about the many choices they will need to make 
about it and the likely consequences of those choices” (Brown et al., 2003, para. 18).   
Legal Challenges 
 According to Brown et al. (2003), “Since 1988, practices and policies in institutions of 
higher education have been dramatically affected by changes in affirmative action and 
diminishing emphasis on need-based financial aid even while growing numbers of Latino have 
college ambitions” (para. 3).  The controversy surrounding the constitutionality of affirmative 
action programs has made the topic one of heated debate.  According to the National Conference 
of State Legislature (2014), affirmative action is defined as follows: 
Affirmative action policies are those in which an institution or organization actively 
engage in efforts to improve opportunities for historically excluded groups in American 
society.  Affirmative action policies often focus on employment and education.  In 
institutions of higher education, affirmative action refers to admission policies that 
provide equal access to education for those groups that have been historically excluded or 
underrepresented, such as women and minorities.  (p. 1)  
According to Ashkenas, Park, and Pearce (2017), “Even with affirmative action, Blacks 
and Hispanics are more underrepresented at top colleges than 35 years ago” (p. 1).  Ashkenas et 
al.  (2017) stated that more Hispanics are attending elite schools, but the increase has not kept up 
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with the huge growth of young Hispanics in the United States.  According to Ashkenas et al.  
(2017) “Affirmative action increases the numbers of black and Hispanics, but experts say that 
persistent underrepresentation often stems from equity issues than begin earlier” (para. 7).   
According to Brown et al., (2003),   
The most significant federal higher education legislation affecting Latino access to and 
success in higher education is the Higher Education Act.  According to Brown et al.  
(2003), The Higher Education Act authorizes student outreach and support programs such 
as the Federal TRiO Programs and Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for 
Undergraduate Programs run by the United States Department of Education.  Federal 
TRiO programs include six federal programs across the country and the Gaining Early 
Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs operate at the state and 
institutional level.  These programs have helped facilitate increased access to higher 
education for Latinos and other historically underserved populations while also 
promoting institutional and community alliances. (para. 30) 
Challenges Overcome by Hispanic Students 
In spite of all the challenges that immigrant students are facing, Radford and Budiman 
(2018) stated that the education levels among the nation’s immigrants have been steadily rising 
since the 1960s, just like those of the native-born population.  Radford and Budiman (2018) 
surmised, “This increase has been most dramatic among immigrants from Asia, Europe, and the 
Middle East and less among those from Mexico and Central America” (p. 9).  Hispanic students 
are making a great effort to succeed in their college journeys; however, they continue to drop 
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behind other ethnic groups in obtaining a four-year degree.  According to a study by the Pew 
Research Center, “Only 56% of young Hispanic students go to four-year schools, while, for non-
Hispanic whites, the same figure is 72%” (Fry & Taylor, 2013, p. 5).  For Blacks and Asian-
Americans, those numbers stand at 66% and 79%, respectively (Fry & Taylor, 2013, p. 7). 
Problem/Purpose Statement 
From 1990 to 2014, the number of international students enrolled in the United States 
higher education institutions more than doubled, reaching a total of 1.1 million students during 
the 2016–2017 academic year (Institute of International Education, 2017).  As immigration 
increased, the nation’s colleges and universities faced the challenge of responding to a growing 
immigrant population on campus (Gray, Rolph, & Melamid, 1996).  In higher education, the 
number of Hispanic immigrants who are pursuing higher education has been steadily increasing, 
particularly in central Florida.  Central Florida universities have encountered the challenge and 
opportunity on their campuses of serving higher education Hispanic students whose home 
language is Spanish.  As stated by Moitinho (2015), Hispanic students face many challenges, 
such as acquiring a new language, and acquiring a new language positively affects their ability to 
pursue an education. 
According to Alvarez de Davila and Michaels (2016), “minority students (including 
Latinos) who have limited English-language skills receive fewer opportunities to learn than 
students who are fully bilingual or speak only English well” (para. 16).  Alvarez de Davila and 
Michaels (2016) added that a lack of English proficiency limits Latino students’ access to 
postsecondary education.  Furthermore, those who access higher education programs might not 
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be prepared to perform because of knowledge gaps and lower language skills (Alvarez de Davila 
& Michaels, 2016).   
Research suggests that there is a lack of resources for bilingual programs that could help 
Hispanic university students succeed in their careers (Garza, 2007).  In central Florida 
universities, most of the universities and community colleges are offering English-only programs 
to higher education Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish.  Therefore, the purpose 
of this quantitative study is to analyze the perceptions of higher education Hispanic students 
whose home language is Spanish and who are enrolled in English-only education and Bilingual 
education in two central Florida universities participating in this study.  This research will 
analyze students’ perceptions in both instructional settings.  The goal of this study is to identify, 
describe, and examine the students’ educational perceptions of the college/university level and 
the characteristics and challenges affecting the effectiveness of the English-only and bilingual 
programs in central Florida universities.  Also, the study’s findings may provide a clearer picture 
of the need for an additional model of instruction for higher education Hispanic students whose 
home language is Spanish and who are enrolled in central Florida universities. 
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework for this study is based on Weiner’s attribution theory (1974).  
According to Weiner (1974) the way in which individuals perceive events in their daily lives 
relates to their thinking, behavior and ultimately, to their level of achievement.  The features that 
students perceive as contributing factors to their success or failure will vary according to social 
groups, but more important they will vary from culture to culture (Weiner, 1974).  In the case of 
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Hispanic students having access to education in a language in which they feel comfortable might 
result in a higher level of achievement which in turn might influence their perceptions of 
program efficacy and satisfaction.    
Significance 
The need for this study is ascribed to the fast growth of the Hispanic population in the 
United States, which has become the largest and fastest growing minority representing 17.6% of 
the nation’s population (United States Census Bureau, 2016), particularly in Florida and central 
Florida.  Florida has a total population of 20,271,272.  Of this total, 4,964,077 are Hispanics 
(Gutierrez, 2016).  According to Gutierrez (2016), with nearly 5 million Hispanics, Florida is 
considered the third most diverse state in the nation.  Moreover, the concentration of the 
Hispanic population is dense.  Gutierrez (2016) noted, “Three-quarters of the Latino population 
resides in only ten counties in Florida” (p. 4).   
This research focuses on higher education Hispanic students whose home language is 
Spanish and who are enrolled in two central Florida universities.  Most colleges and universities 
in central Florida offer English-only instruction.  The study will identify possible educational 
challenges that this group could face when attempting to achieve their academic goals.   
Overview of Methodology 
The study’s methodology is quantitative, nonexperimental survey research.  The 
researcher used nonprobability convenience/purposive sampling to represent the study’s data 
source.  Pertinent study data were collected from a large size university and a small university in 
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central Florida.  The study’s essential grouping variable was associated with the way classroom 
instruction delivered: English only or bilingual. 
Research Questions 
The following research questions were posed to address the stated research problem:  
1.  What is the difference in overall perception of course efficacy between participants 
enrolled in English-only instruction versus bilingual instructional approaches? 
2.  What is the difference in overall perception of course satisfaction between participants 
enrolled in English-only instruction versus bilingual instructional approaches? 
3.  Considering the study’s identified elements of instructional delivery, which represents 
the most robust, statistically significant correlate of participant overall perception of 
course efficacy for English-only and bilingual course instructional delivery? And were 
there statistically significant differences between the instructional delivery formats by 
identified instructional element? 
4.  Considering the study’s identified elements of instructional delivery, which represents 
the most robust, statistically significant correlate of participant overall perception of 
course satisfaction for English-only and bilingual course instructional delivery? And were 
there statistically significant differences between the instructional delivery formats by 
identified instructional element? 
Research Hypotheses 
H0 1: There will be no statistically significant difference in the perceived efficacy of 
instructional delivery when comparing English-only and bilingual educational formats. 
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H0 2: There will be no statistically significant difference in the perceived satisfaction with 
instructional delivery when comparing English-only and bilingual educational formats. 
Ha 3: The instructional element of appropriateness of technology will represent the most 
robust correlate of study participants’ perceived overall course efficacy for study participants 
receiving instruction in English-only educational environments, whereas the instructional 
element of appropriateness of accommodations will represent the most robust correlate of study 
participants’ perceived overall course efficacy for study participants receiving instruction in 
bilingual educational environments. 
Ha 4: The instructional element of appropriateness of technology will represent the most 
robust correlate of study participant perceived overall course satisfaction for study participants 
receiving instruction in English-only educational environments, whereas the instructional 
element of appropriateness of accommodations will represent the most robust correlate of study 
participant perceived overall course satisfaction for study participants receiving instruction in 
bilingual educational environments. 
Analyses 
Data analysis was conducted by collecting the survey results from Allcounted.com and 
submitting them for evaluation through IBM SPSS (version 25).  Essential demographic 
information identifiers were analyzed using descriptive statistical techniques.  Dimension 
reduction (factoring) of the study’s survey items was conducted using principal components 
analysis. The study’s four formally stated research questions and accompanying hypotheses were 
addressed broadly using a variety of descriptive, associative, and inferential statistical 
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techniques.  Frequency counts, percentages, measures of central tendency (mean scores), and 
variability (standard deviation) represented the primary descriptive statistical techniques that 
were used in addressing the study’s four research questions and accompanying hypotheses.   
Preliminary Analyses 
Prior to analyzing the research questions posed in the study, the researcher conducted 
preliminary analyses.  Specifically, the researcher evaluated missing data, internal consistency 
(reliability) of participant response, essential demographic information, and dimension reduction 
of survey items.  Missing data were analyzed using descriptive statistical techniques.  
Specifically, frequency counts and percentages were utilized for illustrative purposes.  The 
randomness of missing data was assessed using Little’s MCAR test statistic.  An MCAR value of 
p > .05 was considered indicative of sufficient randomness of missing data. 
Data Analysis by Research Questions 
A one-sample t test and the t test of independent means were used to test the statistical 
significance of findings in Research Questions 1 and 2.  The alpha level of p < .05 represented 
the threshold for statistical significance of findings for both research questions.  The Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficient test statistic was used to assess the associative robustness 
of the respective independent variables (the 10 identified instructional elements) with the 
dependent variables of course efficacy (Research Question 3) and course satisfaction (Research 
Question 4) for the two respective instructional delivery formats (English-only and bilingual).  
The alpha level of p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical significance of finding for both 
research questions.  The second portion of Research Questions 3 and 4 were comparative in 
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nature.  Specifically, the correlation coefficient values associated with each respective 
instructional delivery format and the dependent variables (the 10 specifically identified 
instructional elements) were assessed for statistical significance using the Fisher’s r to z 
transformation test statistic in each of the comparisons of identified instructional elements.  The 
alpha level of p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical significance of findings for both 
research questions.   
Limitations 
All research studies have limitations, and this study was no different.  These limitations 
must be considered when reviewing and considering the results of this study.  Some of the 
limitations are as follows: 
Fluency in the English Language 
As a Hispanic higher education student whose home language is Spanish, this researcher 
had some language challenges writing the study.   
Minimal Prior Research 
There is minimal prior research on this study’s topic.  Specifically, there are few 
investigations about Hispanic higher education students whose home language is Spanish.  
Previous substantial investigations related to bilingual versus English-only educational programs 
focused only on the K–12 educational sector.   
The Requirement of Extra Resources to Refine the Results 
It is noteworthy that this study did not posit that all participants were ELLs.  Further 
research is required to provide evidence that all higher education Hispanic students whose home 
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language is Spanish should be classified as ELLs.  However, Spanish is the home language for 
all participants of this study, and all participant students are Hispanic.   
Technological Limitations 
The data collected through web-based questionnaires excluded students who did not own 
or were unable to access a computer.  Also, the validity of surveys could be affected as people 
might have been in a hurry to complete the survey or give accurate responses. 
Scope of Discussion 
There is one limitation to the scope of this study’s discussion.  This researcher does not 
have many years of experience conducting research and producing academic papers of this 
magnitude. 
Sample Size 
The population for the study was limited to higher education Hispanic students whose 
home language is Spanish and who are enrolled in two central Florida universities.  Therefore, to 
generalize the results for larger groups, the study should have involved more participants.  It is 
difficult to make quantitative predictions.  Nevertheless, the study does provide an in-depth 
examination of the problem.  Students participating in English-only education and bilingual 
degree programs in central Florida universities can determine whether the study applies to their 
situations.   
Definition of Key Terms 
The following key terms are provided to assist in the understanding of concepts and terms 
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used in this study, those terms related to bilingual education for higher education students whose 
Spanish is their home language and who are enrolled in central Florida universities. 
 
American Dream 
The American Dream is defined as “a land in which life should be better and richer and 
fuller for everyone, with opportunity for each according to ability or achievement regardless of 
the fortuitous circumstances of birth or position” (Adams, 1931, p. 214).   
Bilingualism 
Bilingualism is defined as “the ability to speak two languages” (Bilingualism, 2018, p. 1).   
Bilingual Education 
Bilingual education is a broad term that refers to the presence of two languages in 
instructional settings (Cazden & Snow, 1990).   
Bilingual Education Act (BEA) 
The Bilingual Education Act is the law that provides federal funding to encourage local 
school districts to try approaches and incorporating them into native-language instruction 
(Stewner-Manzanares, 1988). 
Central Florida 
Central Florida is a region of the Southeastern United States in the state of Florida.  It 
includes the following counties: Brevard, Citrus, Hardee, Hernando, Hillsborough, Indian River, 




Child immigrants brought to the United States illegally (Thompson, 2018, para. 1).   
English Language Learners (ELLs) 
English language learners (ELLs) are students who were not born in the United States 
and whose native language is other than English, or who were born in the United States but who 
come from a home in which a language other than English is primarily spoken.  English 
language learners are served in an English language acquisition program (Florida Department of 
Education, 2012).   
English-Only Education 
Instructional programming that requires all students to learn and speak in English only.   
English-Only Movement 
The English-only movement is a political movement that seeks to establish English as the 
sole official language of the United States or any city or state within the United States  
(Mount, n.  d.). 
Foreign Born 
The foreign-born population includes immigrants, legal nonimmigrants (e.g., refugees 
and persons on student or work visas), and persons illegally residing in the United States.  By 
comparison, the term native refers to people residing in the United States who are United States 
citizens in one of three categories: (a) people born in one of the 50 states or the District of 
Columbia, (b) people born in the United States insular regions such as Puerto Rico or Guam, or 




A Spanish-speaking person or their culture, especially living in the United States. 
Limited English Proficiency 
Individuals who do not speak English as their primary language and who have English 
proficiency limitations (Garza, 2007). 
Perceptions 
The term used in this study to analyze student’s thoughtfulness of bilingual education and 
English-only education programs. 
Development, Relief, and Education for Alien Minors Act (DREAM Act) 
Legislation first introduced to Congress in 2001 that would create a pathway to 
citizenship to young people who were brought to the United States as children without 
documentation.  This act did not pass in Congress.  The DREAM Act intended to put millions of 
children (who entered the United States prior to age sixteen) of illegal aliens on a path to 
citizenship (Moran, 2018).   
Summary 
This study sought to understand how higher education Hispanic students whose home 
language is Spanish and who are enrolled in two central Florida universities perceive English-
only and bilingual education.  This chapter described significant Hispanic immigration facts in 
the United States, particularly in Florida and central Florida.  Also, the information provided in 
this chapter underlined some challenges that Hispanic students could encounter while pursuing 
higher education.  In addition, results about Hispanic students overcoming challenges were 
explained.  This study investigated the effectiveness of the instructional settings of English-only 
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education and bilingual education in higher education Hispanic students whose home language is 
Spanish and who are enrolled in two central Florida universities.   
Four more chapters with additional information follow.  Chapter II reviews the literature related 
to English-only education and bilingual education.  The primary topic discussed is how both 
instructional settings impacted Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish.  Also, the 
notable growth of Hispanic higher education students in Florida and central Florida was 
explained.  The chapter highlighted the latest massive immigration of Puerto Ricans students to 
central Florida.  Chapter III addresses the study design and specific research strategies employed.  
The remaining chapters concentrate on the actual research conducted for this study.  The 




II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
 
Organization of the Literature Review 
This literature review analyzes the notable growth of higher education students in the 
United States, particularly in central Florida.  The review points out the impact that these student 
populations have in Florida, particularly in central Florida.  The literature review emphasizes 
that, in central Florida, 500,000 students are enrolled in universities and colleges with an upward 
trajectory (Fleming, 2017).  Also, a remarkable presence of Puerto Rican students in Florida and 
central Florida is explained.  The review frames the indispensable need to find an educational 
solution for the rapidly growing population in central Florida of migrated higher education 
Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish.   
Existing literature addresses challenges encountered by Hispanic students that prevent 
them from pursuing higher education and reaching completion.  Reviewing that literature 
identified some challenges that hinder Hispanic higher education students from pursuing a 
college degree.  This literature review expands information about the challenges mentioned in 
Chapter I.  The literature review remarks on how these challenges impact Hispanic higher 
education students’ outcomes.  Also, literature about the effect of English-only and bilingual 
education in Hispanic students is analyzed.  Remarkable topics such as home language, 
bilingualism, immigrants’ laws to protect alien minors, the pro and cons of English-only 




To find research literature related to this study, the researcher searched the Southeastern 
University Steelman Library.  Steelman Library houses databases of peer-reviewed journals.  
Specific databases used in the search for peer-reviewed literature pertinent to this study were 
ProQuest, EBSCOhost, and Sage Journals.  The most commonly used search terms were 
Hispanic higher education students, home language, Hispanic immigration, bilingual education, 
English-only education, English language learners (ELLs), and the Bilingual Education Act.  In 
most of the databases, the researcher found studies by Alvarez de Davila and Michaels (2016), 
Brown, Santiago, and Lopez (2015), Flores (2016, 2017), Fitzgerald (1993), Friedenberg (2002), 
Gandara (2012), Gandara and Escamilla (2017), Gutierrez (2016), Radford and Budiman (2018), 
the American Psychological Association (APA), the Pew Research Center (2006–2015, 2012, 
2013, 2014, 2016,), and the United States Census Bureau (2016, 2017).  Yet, the search yielded 
few studies that addressed the perceptions of Hispanic higher education students whose home 
language is Spanish regarding the use of bilingual education among English-only education.   
Introduction 
This chapter will outline a relevant report of English-only and bilingual education in the 
United States.  There is substantial research on both instructional programs, including 
substantive data on how each instructional setting affects the academic achievement of Hispanic 
students whose home language is Spanish.  Also, this chapter highlights some challenges that 
affect Hispanic students’ higher education achievement.  The information provided from this 
study is important in identifying possible educational options in central Florida for higher 
education Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish.  A limited body of knowledge 
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exists regarding how English-only and bilingual education affect the achievement of higher 
education Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish.   
According to Fleming (2017), “500,000 college students enrolled in universities or 
colleges within a 100-mile radius of Orlando, Florida, and this upward trajectory will likely 
continue” (para.5).  Fleming (2017) explained that these numbers referred to central Florida 
including Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola, Polk, Seminole, and Volusia counties.  On the other 
hand, Flores (2017b) noted that the state of Florida has become home to approximately 
4,517,191 Hispanic immigrants.  Similarly, Calderon (2017) stated, “Florida’s connections to the 
Hispanic world are deep, dating back centuries before the founding of the United States” 
(Calderon, 2017, para. 1).  Florida has been home to waves of immigrants and exiles from Spain 
and Latin America (Calderon, 2017). 
Flores (2017b) stated that higher education students from Puerto Rico, Central, and South 
America are migrating to Florida and central Florida looking for better education and job 
opportunities.  In central Florida, approximately 20% of the Hispanic population is comprised of 
college students (Gutierrez, 2016, p. 10).  This result translates into a potential academic need for 
the sizeable population, particularly for those Hispanic higher education students whose home 
language is Spanish.   
Hispanic students have become a force that higher education institutions must take into 
greater consideration.  According to Brown et al.  (2003), the college-going rate in the United 
States for Hispanics between the ages of 18 to 22 has increased by 35%, and their enrollment in 
undergraduate education has increased by over 200% in the last 25 years.  According to Brown 
et al.  (2003), “About 10% of Latino high school graduates now attend college (over 1.3 
million)” (para. 12).   
28 
 
As previously mentioned, immigrant Hispanic college students with limited English-
language skills may face multiple challenges for acquisition and proficiency of the English 
language (Moitinho, 2015).  The lack of English proficiency limits Hispanic students’ access to 
postsecondary education.  Alvarez de Davila and Michaels (2016) noted that those who access 
higher education might not be well prepared to accomplish higher education goals because of 
knowledge gaps and lower language skills  
Over the years, there have been considerable scholarly efforts to understand whether 
bilingual education or English immersion models provide more effective instruction for ELLs 
(Gandara, 2012).  That is why it is important to investigate how higher education Hispanic 
students perceive academic services and programs in their universities.  According to 
Schindelheim (2018), a recent study surveyed graduates of a group of 12 Hispanic Serving 
Institutions (HSIs).  The study was conducted by Gallup and Excelencia in Education in 
partnership with the Strada Education Network.  Schindelheim (2018) described the Excelencia 
in Action Network is a national network of postsecondary institutions committed to preparing 
Latino students with the skills, knowledge, and opportunities needed to succeed in the workforce 
and their communities.  Results of the study showed that “by offering both academic and social 
support for Latino students and by creating more inclusive environments, proactive higher 
education institutions can equip Latino graduates with the skills, knowledge, and opportunity 
they need to succeed in the long term” (Schindelheim, 2018, p.2).  The results also indicated that 
“strong, targeted, on-campus support systems and inclusive environments at HSIs lead to more 




The language, culture, and customs are a practice that immigrant families bring with 
them to the United States and desire to preserve even when they are far from their native country.  
One of the immigrants’ preferences is to continue speaking their home language.  Since 1980, 
the share of immigrants who are proficient in English (those who speak only English at home or 
speak English at least “very well”) has declined, though it has increased slightly in recent years 
(Radford & Budiman, 2018, p. 5).  Radford and Budiman (2018) referred to this decline of those 
who speak only English at home.  The decline was a 30% decrease in immigrants ages five and 
older in 1980 to 16% in 2016.  The share who speak English “very well,” meanwhile, has 
increased slightly from 27 to 35% over the same period (Radford & Budiman, 2018).   
Among the nation’s immigrants, Spanish is the most spoken non-English language (43% 
of immigrants say they speak Spanish at home).  Nevertheless, it is not the only non-English 
language spoken by immigrants (Radford & Budiman, 2018).  Radford and Budiman (2018) 
stated that some 6% of immigrants speak Chinese, 5% speak Hindi or a related language, 4% 
speak Filipino or Tagalog, 3% speak French or Haitian Creole, and 2% speak Arabic. 
Since Spanish is the most spoken non-English language, Hispanic students make up a large share 
of ELLs.  Latino students who speak little or no English encounter different challenges that 
interfere with their academic achievements.  According to data collected by the U.S.  Department 
of Education in 2009, 37% of Latino students in grade 4 and 21% of students in grade 8 were 
ELLs.   
According to census data, approximately 80% of all ELLs in the United States are 
Hispanics and speak Spanish in the home (National Education Association, n.d.).  Cardenas 
(2010) explained, “a simple definition of English language learners is students for whom English 
is a second language” (para. 2).  There are specific classifications of ELLs based on their oral 
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language proficiency skills.  They may be classified as fluent-English proficient, limited-English 
proficient, or reclassified-English proficient.  Students who are reclassified-English proficient are 
ready for mainstream English instruction classrooms (Rivera, Lessaux, & Francis, 2009).  
Cardenas (2010) stated that these classifications better serve these students whose academic 
achievements have been below their monolingual English-speaking peers. 
The lack of English proficiency is one of the many factors influencing the achievement 
gap between young Latino and White students (Alvarez de Davila & Michaels, 2016).  Minority 
students (including Hispanics) who have limited English-language skills receive fewer 
opportunities to learn than students who are fully bilingual or speak English only well (Alvarez 
de Davila & Michaels, 2016).   
 For Hispanics, continuing to speak their home language represents the preservation of 
their heritage.  In 1987, Taylor (as cited in APA, 2018.) argued that “if learning in the second 
language contributes to demise in knowledge and use of the heritage language, the results can be 
devastating” (p. 187).  Spanish has been characterized as one of the most important languages 
since the Spanish colonized America in 1492.  The U.S.  Census Bureau (2016) found that 40 
million U.S.  residents age 5 and older spoke Spanish at home in 2016.  There has been an 
increase of 133.4% in the Spanish-speaking population.   
A similar study of Hispanic proficiency in Spanish found that “immigrant Hispanics are 
most likely to be proficient in Spanish but least likely to be proficient in English” (Taylor, 
Lopez, Martinez, & Velasco, 2012, p. 23).  However, “in the second generation the use of 
Spanish falls as the use of English rises and, by the third generation, English use is dominant” 
(Taylor et al., 2012, p. 23) Nevertheless, “while English use among Latinos is higher in later 
generations and Spanish lower, Spanish use persists among the third generation in daily activities 
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such as listening to music, watching television or even thinking” (Pew Research Center, 2012, 
para. 2).      
English proficiency is rising among Hispanics ages 5 and older.  In 2015, 69% of 
Hispanics said they speak only English at home or indicated that they speak English “very 
well”—up from 59% who said the same in 1980 (Flores, 2017b).  Further, “most of this growth 
has been driven by the U.S. born Hispanics, whose English proficiency share has grown from 
71.9% in 1980 to 89% in 2015” (Flores, 2017b, p. 7).  According to Flores (2017b), “in 2015, 
just 34.6% of foreign-born Hispanics reported that they speak only English at home or speak 
English “very well,” a slight increase from 30% in 1980” (p. 9). 
Bilingualism 
Bilingualism is defined as “the ability to speak two languages” (Bilingualism, 2018. p.1).   
According to Gandara and Escamilla (2017), bilingualism in education has shifted between 
tolerance and repression in politics and economics.  At the same time, Fitzgerald (1993) noted 
that “part of the controversy over bilingualism involves questions of whether we should have 
bilingual education programs in our schools, and if so, to what end” (p. 48).  Fitzgerald (1993) 
stated “the current antithetical conditions also suggest the bilingual-issues debate is likely to 
continue for some time to come” (p. 52).  According to Fitzgerald (1993), “as the United States 
population becomes increasingly diverse, debates over bilingualism have intensified” (p. 1).  For 
example, many ask whether English should be declared the nation’s official language, and others 
believe that bilingualism should be encouraged.   
History of Bilingualism 
 Fitzgerald (1993) explained that “from pre-colonial days into the mid-1800s, 
bilingualism was not only widespread, but it was also respected and appreciated” (p. 37).  
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Fitzgerald (1993) noted that bilingualism was politically protected from early post-Columbus 
times until the late 19th century.  Fitzgerald (1993) stated “maintenance of native language was a 
right, perhaps a right to preserve one’s heritage” (p. 49).  Fitzgerald (1993) noted that important 
government documents were printed in languages other than English and that many schools used 
languages other than English for everyday instruction.  In the late 1880s, attitudes began to 
change, English nativism intensified, and support for bilingualism began to waver.  He stated 
that “the Americanization campaign was launched and fluency in English, the language of the 
dominant Anglo-Saxon race, became associated with patriotism” (Fitzgerald, 1993, p. 38).   
Fitzgerald (1993) noted that some important events signaled the growing presence of 
anti-bilingual attitudes from the late 1880s into the early 1900s.  The first restrictive immigration 
laws appeared in 1882 and were directed primarily against the Chinese.  Following the Spanish–
American War, the U.S. government imposed English as the mainstream school language in the 
new colonies, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines.  In 1916, the requirement was relaxed to allow 
Puerto Rican Spanish mainstream instruction in first through fourth grade.  In Puerto Rico, 
Spanish and English were utilized in fifth grade, “but only English thereafter” (Fitzgerald, 1993, 
p. 39).  However, according to the Encyclopedia de Puerto Rico (Grupo Editorial EPRL, 2010), 
in 1949, former Governor Luis Munoz Marin issued an executive order that all teaching would 
be done in Spanish at all levels in the public education system and that English would be offered 
as a special subject.  Under the direction of Mariano Villaronga, Spanish was adopted as the 
official language of Puerto Rico’s education system.  According to Fitzgerald (1993), during the 
1930s, for the first time ever in the United States, English as a second language (ESL) 
methodology was developed.  Several significant federal policy laws and funding decisions of 




Due to the increased number of non-English speaking Hispanic immigrants in the United 
States, bilingual education has taken on a substantial role in the educational system.  Most U.S.  
bilingual programs are designed for students who come to school speaking their native language 
or a home language other than English and who are learning English as a second or additional 
language.  Cazden and Snow (1990) found that: 
Bilingual education is a broad term that refers to the presence of two languages in 
instructional settings; the word is, however, “a simple label for a complex phenomenon.” 
Bilingual education has evolved according to the significant number of languages that 
immigrants have brought to the United States. (p. 9)  
Gandara and Escamilla (2017) stated that bilingual education in the United States has 
evolved based on immigration, economy, society, and political status.  There are both bilingual 
and multilingual education programs in the K–12 system; however, there is a lack of bilingual 
programs available for higher education students (Fitzgerald, 1993).  According to Fitzgerald 
(1993), “multilingual higher education makes a positive political step toward making higher 
education accessible to the language minority population in the United States” (p. 316).   
The Bilingual Education Act 
During the late 1960s, the United States went through a culture change that reshaped the 
country forever due to the establishment of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act in 1965, which 
prohibited discrimination on the grounds of race, color, or national origin in programs or 
activities receiving federal monies (Fitzgerald, 1993).  The U.S. Office of Civil Rights was 
established to oversee compliance with Title VI.  In its formative years, the Office of Civil 
34 
 
Rights was more proactive regarding language-minority issues and was viewed by bilingual 
advocates as supportive of their cause (Fitzgerald, 1993, p. 40). 
According to Stewner-Manzanares (1988), the 1968 Bilingual Education Act was passed, 
which provided federal funding to encourage local school districts to establish bilingual 
education programs for non-English speaking students.  Congress approved the Bilingual 
Education Act as the first official federal recognition of the needs of students with limited 
English-speaking ability (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).  The Bilingual Education Act of 1968 and 
the amendments of 1974, 1978, 1984, 1988, and 1994 resulted from various significant court 
decisions that addressed American instruction in foreign languages (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).   
In 1974, the Bilingual Education Act was reauthorized and amended for the first time.  
According to Stewner-Manzanares (1988), the 1974 Act outlined 
• the definition of a bilingual education program, 
• program goals, 
• regional support centers, and 
• capacity-building efforts.   
The next three reauthorizations of Title VII (in 1978, 1984, and 1988) had the net effect 
of dramatically weakening support for native-language instruction and boosting funding for 
English-only programs (Fitzgerald, 1993).  According to Stewner-Manzanares (1988), “Title VII 
was the first federal recognition that limited English speaking ability students have special 
education needs and that in the interest of equal education opportunity, bilingual programs that 
address those needs should be federally funded” (p. 1).   
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The Bilingual Education Act applied only to K–12 students and did not include higher 
education students with limited English-speaking ability (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).  Stewner-
Manzanares’ (1988) study noted: 
The Bilingual Education Act provided funds in the form of competitive grants directly to 
school districts supporting resources for (1) educational programs, (2) training for 
teachers and teachers aids, (3) development and materials, and (4) parent involvement 
projects.  The 1968 Bilingual Education Act has undergone numerous changes that 
consider the needs of the limited English proficient student population in the United 
States.  The Bilingual Act evolved from offering only basic guidelines to providing more 
regulations and encouraging significant local control of program curriculum.  The use of 
the native language of limited English proficient students has been a controversial issue 
since programs for limited English proficiency students first instituted.  Though the 
education of students with limited English proficiency has been controversial at times, it 
has evolved to better meet limited English proficiency student’s need. (p. 9) 
With the passing of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act in 2001, which replaced the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the Bilingual Education Act disappeared entirely and 
was replaced with the English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic 
Achievement Act (Gandara & Escamilla, 2017).  Most bilingual education programs in the 
United States are labeled as transitional bilingual education, and the programs can serve any non-
English language group.  However, Gandara and Escamilla (2017) stated that most transitional 
bilingual education programs serve Spanish-speaking students.  Transitional bilingual education 
programs of all types have been widely criticized in the United States for being subtractive and 
assimilationist.  Gandara and Escamilla (2017) pointed out that these programs are “subtractive 
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in that they are not intended to develop bilingualism and biliteracy and frequently result in loss 
of students’ native language, and assimilationist in that they do not foster the development of 
multicultural perspectives or cross-cultural competence” (p. 6).   
Teaching students whose home language is not English has been a complicated, difficult-
to-resolve issue in U.S. schools.  Gandara and Escamilla’s (2017) study concluded that: 
The massive increase in students whose primary language is not English (today more 
than one in five) and who perform at deficient levels in the nation’s schools has once 
again provoked discussion about the most effective way to educate them.  Research has 
accumulated showing a clear advantage for “maintenance” dual language and bilingual 
programs over English-only or transitional programs concerning achievement, 
attainment, and some other outcomes.  Nonetheless, many challenges remain to 
implement such programs on a large scale: the politics of bilingualism and the shortage of 
highly qualified teachers are among the primary obstacles. (p. 1) 
Bilingual Education Outcomes 
Despite all the challenges that ELLs face, the educational achievements among U.S. 
Latinos have changed in recent years through the group’s growth in public K–12 schools and 
colleges (Krogstad, 2016).  According to Krogstad (2016), over the past decade, the Hispanic 
high school dropout rate has declined, and college enrollment has increased.  Even as Hispanics 
trail other groups in earning a bachelor’s degree, they are making big progress in college 
enrollment.  According to Krogstad (2016), in 2014, “35% of Hispanics ages 18 to 24 were 
enrolled in a two or four-year college, up from 22% in 1993 (a 13% increase)” (para. 5).   
According to the APA (2018), “bilingual education is an effective educational technique 
for bridging the gap between a non-English home language and English in the school” (p. 30).  
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Supporters of bilingual programs believe that the programs meet the main needs of immigrant 
students for basic English direction, and supporters further argue that putting students who speak 
little or no English into classes with native speakers only leads to mutual frustration.  Some 
people question whether English-only instruction may lead some immigrant students to feel a 
loss of heritage (Reuter, 2018).  On the other hand, Carr (2015) stated that “bilingual education is 
coming closer to fulfilling what arguably should have been its primary mission all long—helping 
non-native speakers become proficient in English while also preserving and strengthening their 
first language” (para. 3).   
Bilingual Education Opponents 
Opponents of bilingual programs argue that bilingual education fails the students, and 
some states have established laws to eliminate bilingual education programs (Anderson, 2015).  
For example, California Proposition 227, the “English for the Children” initiative, claimed that 
the poor academic performance of Spanish speakers was due to their placement in bilingual 
programs and promised that these students would have superior academic outcomes if placed in 
English-only programs (Anderson, 2015).   
Bilingual Education for Higher Education Students 
Research has suggested that providing bilingual education to Hispanic ELLs enrolled in 
higher education institutions would help them graduate from college.  Bilingual education, 
particularly bilingual programs, that enhance students’ language skills have been reported to be 
useful tools for migrant students with English limitations (Friedenberg, 2002).  According to 
Laitsh (2004), bilingual education is significantly more effective at improving ELLs’ academic 
achievement.  Friedenberg (2002) criticized the widespread practice of requiring students in the 
United States to first demonstrate English proficiency before pursuing a degree in higher 
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education.  She noted, “while custom dictates higher education in only English, it has significant 
if rarely discussed, drawbacks” (Friedenberg, 2002, p. 1).  Friedenberg (2002) also argued that 
schools offering K–12 bilingual education programs receive greater assigned funds than 
bilingual education for higher education students with limited English proficiency.  Friedenberg 
(2002) proposed a model in which university professors employ sheltered techniques, translate 
portions of their lecture notes, and use bilingual teaching assistants to impart their instructions to 
students.  Her model emphasized that concurrent English for academic purposes instruction 
should be carefully coordinated with their academic classes.  Also, her model suggested serving 
language minority and international students more equitably and efficiently.  The English for 
academic purposes model recommended an adaptation of the bilingual vocational training model, 
including the same model components but with six additional components for higher education 
students (Friedenberg, 2002).  Friedenberg (2002) also stated that the Bilingual Vocational 
Training Model of 1976 was the first program supported by the U.S. Department of Education 
that provided adults with limited English proficiency to increase both their English proficiency 
and their job skills.  Friedenberg’s (2002) model followed the basic components of the Bilingual 
Vocational Training Model in that it utilized all job skills instruction in both languages, 
concurrent, job-specific language instruction (vocational English as a second language), and 
close coordination of the two between the vocational instructor and the ESL teacher.   
Friedenberg (2002) added that her model could potentially enhance the college or 
university environment and experience for everyone involved.  In addition, her model could 
possibly provide a more equitable educational experience for international and language minority 
students.  The model also offered opportunities for multicultural growth for both professors, who 
could learn exciting new instructional techniques and assume more responsibility for the success 
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of ELLs, and native English-speaking students, who would have more opportunities to engage 
with peers who differed from them (Friendenberg, 2002).   
 Most of the international students who study English in intensive English programs in 
the United States hope to take university classes and complete a degree.  Adamson (1993) 
presented several principles to develop academic competence in people whose second language 
is English including (a) the use of authentic texts, (b) the study of content, (c) contact with native 
speakers, and (d) the use of appropriate and useful content.  Friedenberg (2002) proposed two 
additional practices: students should be making direct progress toward their degrees (i.e., 
receiving credit) and ESL teachers should not be the only ones responsible for students’ 
academic success.  Additional aspects of the Friedenberg’s (2002) model includes a true 
university commitment to the authenticity of all its courses, a student commitment to take their 
ESL classes more seriously, and a willingness by professors in academic disciplines to share 
responsibility for the success of students for whom English is a second language.    
 
Challenges of Bilingual Education in Higher Education 
Bilingual education programs attract international students to the United States to learn 
another language and pursue a college degree; however, challenges have been noted in the 
literature regarding bilingual education for higher education Hispanic students with limited 
English-speaking ability.  Studies indicated that learning a new language is easier for children, 
and it becomes more difficult as they get older.  Cooper (2014) stated that when it comes to 
learning a second language, adults are at a disadvantage since, as people age, the brain’s 
plasticity (its ability to create new neurons and synapses) is reduced.  Cooper’s (2014) theoretical 
explanation of why learning a foreign language is so hard for adults focused more on the process 
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people undergo rather than the loss of plasticity.  Adult language learners may be at a 
disadvantage, but Cooper (2014) stated that with a few learning methods, their chances of 
learning a new language are high.  Cooper (2014) noted that, during the study of a second-
language pronunciation, it was found that some learners who started as an adult scored as well as 
native speakers.  Cooper (2014) further highlighted that motivation to learn could improve 
proficiency. 
Research indicated that there has been a remarkable growth in the United States of 
Hispanic postsecondary immigrant students with English limitations (Garza, 2007).  The growth 
of Hispanic higher education students has highlighted the necessity for increased college and 
university resources to meet the needs of the Hispanic population.  Funds allocated to bilingual 
education applied only to K–12 students and did not include higher education students with 
limited English proficiency.  Research has suggested that there is a lack of resources for bilingual 
programs to help Hispanic university students succeed in their careers (Garza, 2007).  According 
to Garza (2007), there are many uncertain factors in effective instructional practices for bilingual 
students affected by political and ideological debates about language, immigration, and 
assimilation.  The lack of resources has forced Hispanic students to take classes only in English, 
thus giving rise to greater challenges to obtain a college degree for those whose home language 
is Spanish.  Migrant Hispanic higher education students whose predominant language is Spanish 
often face difficulties pursuing a college degree in English-only programs.   
According to Alvarez de Davila and Michaels (2016), minority students including 
Hispanics who have limited English-language skills received fewer opportunities to learn than 
students who were fully bilingual or who spoke English well.  Alvarez de Davila and Michaels 
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(2016) agreed that language barriers limit Hispanic students’ access to postsecondary education.  
Such issues may result in students’ inability to become graduate students. 
English-Only Movement 
Language has caused and continues to cause a controversial debate in the United States 
because English has always operated as the national language even though it has not been 
officially declared so at the federal level.  Mount (n.d.) explained: 
Many people are surprised to learn that the United States has no official language.  As 
one of the major centers of commerce and trade and a major English-speaking country, 
many assume that English is the country's official language.  But despite efforts over the 
years, the United States has no official language.  Almost every session of Congress, an 
amendment to the Constitution is proposed in Congress to adopt English as the official 
language of the United States.  Other efforts have attempted to take the easier route of 
changing the United States code to make English the official language.  As of this 
writing, the efforts have not been successful. (p. 1) 
In 1983, the United States English Organization gained momentum.  According to 
Fitzgerald (1993), the organization was founded by Senator Samuel Hayakawa to lobby for a 
constitutional amendment making English the official language of the United States.  Fitzgerald 
(1993) stated “the amendment forbade the making or enforcement of the law, ordinance, 
regulation, order, program, or policy requiring the use of a language other than English” (p. 46).  
On the other hand, Nordquist (2017) noted that 32 states have adopted legislation granting 
official status to English.  In some portions of the English-only movement, there has been strong 
awareness and discussion regarding whether English should be designated the official language 
of the United States.   
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According to the APA (2018), English-only advocates argue that a national policy 
declaring English as the official language of United States is essential because without such a 
policy, the country risks being balkanized by non-English language groups.  One of the 
arguments used by English-only advocates is that some linguistic minority groups, most notably 
Hispanics, are resistant to surrendering their native language usage following immigration to the 
United States (APA, 2018).  According to the APA (2018), proponents of the English-only 
approach claim that “only a national language policy will ensure language shift to English” (p. 
7).  However, Loo and Mar (1982) countered this argument and noted that immigrants recognize 
the importance of learning English as a way of improving their socioeconomic and geographic 
mobility in the United States. The APA (2018) explained the following about English-only 
movements: 
There are organized movements, such as United States English and English First, whose 
primary purpose is to make English the official language of the United States, either 
through an amendment to the United States Constitution, state legislation, or through the 
repeal of laws and regulations permitting public business to be conducted in a language 
other than English.  (p. 1) 
The APA (2018) further noted: 
There are other movements, including English Plus, that support the acquisition and use 
of English by all United States citizens and residents.  However, these groups also 
advocate, consistent with the goals of the National Governors’ Conference, enhancing 
second language training and proficiency for English speakers.  Also, groups such as 
English Plus also promote the expansion of bilingual education programs for the growing 
number of immigrant and other linguistic minority children in United States schools for 
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broadening the range of health and other social services available to individuals who 
speak languages other than English, and for increasing the number of English-as-second-
language and literacy programs for adult immigrants.  However, some states have enacted 
laws designating English as the official state language.  These states are Arizona, 
Alabama, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, 
Kentucky, Mississippi, Nebraska, North Carolina, North Dakota, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, and Virginia. (p. 2)  
The APA (2018) concluded that no basis exists for the claims made to justify an English-
only position.  For instance, the research on language shift found: 
All ethnolinguistic groups in the United States demonstrate a change in their expressed 
language preference from the home language to English, including Hispanics, who are 
frequently the targets of claims by English-only proponents that they are more oriented 
toward separatism than to assimilation into the United States culture and language. (p. 
29) 
On the other hand, the APA (2018) found that:  
There is no support for English-only initiatives and the English-only movement can have 
negative consequences on psychosocial development, intergroup relations, academic 
achievement, and psychometric and health-service delivery systems for many American 
citizens and residents who are not proficient in English. (p. 30) 
Finally, APA (2018) concluded that:  
The public interest is best served by affirming a position in opposition to English-only … 
English-only is socially divisive and poses a threat to the human welfare that 




In the late 1990s, the English-only movement in California began to legislate against 
bilingual programs (Gandara, 2012).  As previously stated, “the English-only movement is a 
political movement that seeks to establish English as the sole official language of the United 
States or any city or state within the United States” (Nordquist, 2017, para. 1).  In 1998, Ron 
Unz, a Silicon Valley millionaire and former gubernatorial candidate, set out to abolish bilingual 
education in California (Anderson, 2015).  According to Anderson (2015), Ron Unz spearheaded 
a statewide campaign for Proposition 227, a highly controversial state initiative that required 
schools to teach language-minority students almost entirely in English (Anderson, 2015).  
Similarly, Gandara (2012) explained that the initiative sought to make English-only instruction 
the default program through the state, and, in 1998, it passed.  The supporters of Proposition 227 
in California went on to pass a similar initiative in Arizona in 2000 and in Massachusetts in 
2002.  Proponents of English-only laws also argue that “by requiring all students to learn and 
speak in one language, children are more likely to intermingle with each other, leading to well-
rounded perspectives” (Reuter, 2018, para. 4).  Those who support the adoption of English-only 
law argue that language diversity threatens to undermine one of the last binders of a pluralist 
society (Boboc, 2013).   
Supporters of English-only laws argued that by allowing English-learning students to 
study in bilingual education programs, well-meaning schools do these students a disservice.  
According to Reuter (2018), supporters’ reason that bilingual education programs inhibit their 
students' ability to learn English by allowing them to rely on their native languages in class.   
English-Only Opponents 
The English-only versus bilingual education debate impacts cultural, economic, and  
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educational issues.  Opponents of English-only argue that it’s inconclusive whether English-only 
instruction helps students to learn English more effectively than bilingual education programs.  
English-only opponents state that: 
The proclamation of the supremacy of the English language would serve as an instrument 
of exclusion rather than an instrument of assimilation of ethnic minorities and that such a 
step is not necessary since immigrants have always shown a great capacity to adapt. 
(Boboc, 2013, p. 1) 
Gandara (2012) pointed out that, through the 1970s and 1980s, most states with large 
numbers of ELLs adopted legislation requiring some form of bilingual instruction, and the U.S. 
Department of Education promulgated rules that made bilingual instruction the default program 
for most children learning English.  In 2011, taking into consideration many years of data on 
how English learners had fared in these states under the English-only law, the Civil Rights 
Project at the University of California in Los Angeles commissioned a series of studies in each of 
the states to determine what the impact had been (Gandara, 2012).  According to Gandara 
(2012), the results were published in a 2011 book entitled Forbidden Language: English 
Learners and Restrictive Language Policies.  Gandara (2012) stated that all studies found little 
difference in academic outcomes for students in the English-only programs over their 
performance prior to the passage of the laws; specifically, the achievement gaps were not closing 
in any of the states that had passed the English-only legislation.   
In her study, Gandara (2012) found the following:  
There was evidence in Massachusetts that dropout rates for ELLs had risen, and in 
Arizona that more ELLs were being placed in special education classes.  Both outcomes 
were indicated as having negative results.  The fact that there had not been dramatic 
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changes in achievements scores was due to at least two factors (a) most ELLs in all three 
stages were already in English-only programs before the passage of the laws (for 
example, in California 70% of ELLs were in English-only programs prior to Proposition 
227) and (b) states had changed their testing’s regimes so many times over the years it 
would have been difficult to pick up any differences in any case.  But in all cases, the 
gaps between ELLs’ and English-speaker achievement are large and not abating. (p. 4) 
More California students learned reading, writing, and arithmetic in their native 
languages, after being aided by a provision that allowed public schools to bypass Proposition 227 
if parents signed a waiver (Anderson, 2015, p. 3).  However, in 1998, California enacted a 
proposition that required the state’s schools to teach only in English and to stop providing 
bilingual education programs.  Anderson (2015) noted, “almost 19 years later, in 2015 while the 
political tensions remained, a reversal was underway, mainly powered by findings that bilingual 
instruction is what’s best for English language learners” (p. 1).  In 2016, the California state 
legislature placed Proposition 58 on the ballot.  Proposition 58 was approved on November 8, 
2016 by a 73.5% majority. It was implemented by the California Multilingual Education Act of 
2016, which was introduced in the legislature by democratic Senator Ricardo Lara (Hopkinson, 
2017).  According to Hopkinson (2017), “Proposition 58 effectively repealed bilingual education 
restrictions enacted by the English-only requirement of Proposition 227” (p. 1).    
English-Only in Higher Education 
ELLs face the challenge of acquiring content knowledge in English at the same time as 
they acquire English as an additional language (Bergey et al., 2018).  According to Gray et al.   
(1996), “numerous colleges and universities require students who are not English native speakers 
to take the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) or an equivalent test” (p. 41).  Gray 
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et al. (1996) stated, “those who do not score high enough are required to take English as a 
Second Language (ESL) classes as a pre-requisite and generally together with their college 
courses” (p. 42).  Gray et al. (1996) noted that this combined coursework would extend the time 
and increase the costs of obtaining a college degree. 
Laws Protecting Immigrant Students 
Development, Relief, and Education for Alien Minors Act (DREAM Act) 
The arrival of thousands of undocumented families with children represents a challenge 
for the government and the educational system of the United States.  Members of Congress have 
introduced several types of laws for qualifying alien minors in the United States that would grant 
conditional residency upon meeting several qualifications.  For example, the Development, 
Relief, and Education for Alien Minors (DREAM) Act was introduced on April 25, 2001 by 
democratic representative from Illinois, Luis Gutierrez.  The DREAM Act did not pass in 
Congress.  The DREAM Act intended to put millions of children of illegal aliens who came to 
the United States before reaching their 16th birthday on a path to citizenship (Moran, 2018).  The 
DREAM Act has been reintroduced several times, and as of December 30, 2018, is still awaiting 
congressional approval. 
The Dreamers 
More than one million young people who were brought to the United States as minors are 
Dreamers (Gomez, 2018).  Nunez (2017) defined a Dreamer as “a young person who qualified 
for the Development Relief, and Education for Alien Minors (DREAM) Act” (para. 1).  
Dreamers are undocumented immigrants in their teens, twenties, and thirties who revealed their 
undocumented status in support of the DREAM Act and other immigration and higher education 
reforms.  Despite having little formal political power, they have become a recognizable and 
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pervasive force in immigration-related politics in the United States (De la Torre & Germano, 
2014).  Thompson (2018) noted, “Senate Republicans and Democrats shut down the federal 
government over the treatment of immigrants brought to the United States illegally as children, 
also known as ‘Dreamers” (para. 1).  Most Dreamers are Latino, but groups from different 
countries and cultures fall under the DREAM Act.   
As the immigrant population rises, the public and political debates have become more 
controversial.  According to Lopez (2015), “the undocumented youth who constitute the 
heterogeneous group known nationally as ‘the Dreamers’ is an often-divergent association of 
young adults” (para. 2).  There are several articles regarding the extraordinary achievements of 
Dreamers in American higher education (McGuire, 2018).  According to McGuire (2018), 
Dreamers nationwide have high collegiate success rates along with high academic and 
professional objectives.  According to McGuire (2018), the DREAM Act remains a distant 
dream. 
Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals 
On August 1, 2012, the Obama administration created the Deferred Action for Childhood 
Arrivals (DACA).  This immigration policy allows some individuals who were brought to the 
United States illegally as children to receive a renewable two-year period of deferred action from 
deportation and become eligible for a work permit in the United States (U.S. Citizenship and 
Immigration Services, 2018).  Most applicants to DACA are from Mexico and other 
predominantly Latino countries (Scott, 2017).  According to Moran (2017), many DACA 
beneficiaries came here as teenagers.  All DACA beneficiaries were eligible for the program if 
they entered the United States before their 16th birthday.  As young adults, this group of students 
could face the challenge of acquiring English proficiency.  According to Moran (2017), by 
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adulthood, there is no doubt that DACA beneficiaries spoke the language of their native 
countries fluently and knew their culture intimately.   
NCLB provisions.  Sargard (2016) noted the following about the new NCLB law:  
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which President Obama signed into law to replace 
NCLB, presents a new opportunity for English-language learners, their families and the 
educators that support them.  It strikes a "grand bargain" of sorts by significantly 
strengthening accountability provisions while at the same time authorizing substantial 
increases in funding targeted at English-language learners (p. 1). 
Puerto Ricans in Florida and Central Florida 
Gutierrez (2016) stated that there are approximately 1,000,000 Puerto Ricans in the state 
of Florida and predicted that, by 2020, “Puerto Ricans are projected to surpass Cubans as the 
most extensive Hispanic group in the state” (p. 10).  Notably, the Puerto Rican population 
exhibited a 94% growth rate between 2000 and 2014, representing the highest increase in the 
Hispanic population for the time period.  Furthermore, “the migration of hundreds of thousands 
of Latinos from Puerto Rico to central Florida reshaped the contours of Latino life in the state, 
creating the most important demographic development since the arrival of Cubans in the 1960s” 
(Gutierrez, 2016, p. 6).  Since the mid-1980s, the Orlando-Kissimmee metropolitan area has been 
experiencing an influx of Puerto Rican migrants, which has resulted in the Latinization of the 
region (Delerme, 2013).  Similarly, Flores (2017b) noted that the population of Hispanics from 
Puerto Rico represented the second largest group of Hispanics in the United States numbering 
5.4 million in 2015 in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.  At the same time, Shanklin and 
Chen (2017) noted that, in recent years, the Latino growth in central Florida has been fueled by 
waves of migration from Puerto Rico.  This migration pattern has been influenced by a more 
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than half-decade long economic crisis on the island.  Respaut and Baez (2018) said, “Central 
Florida was one of the country’s fastest-growing regions even before the disasters as Puerto 
Ricans fleeing a sputtering economy flocked here for jobs in the booming tourist trade” (para. 
21).  Shanklin and Chen (2017) confirmed that “the Orlando area’s percentage of Puerto Rican 
residents grew from 12% of the region’s residents in 2010 to 14% by the end of that year” (para. 
2).   
According to Ruiter (2017), since Hurricane Maria’s destruction of Puerto Rico on 
September 20, 2017, more than 7,200 students from Puerto Rico have enrolled in Florida’s K–12 
public schools, and 800 college students have matriculated at state colleges.  In central Florida, 
Valencia Community College admitted 240 students from Puerto Rico between September 2017 
and November 2017.  Ruiter (2017) stated that the University of Central Florida admitted 242 
students from the island.  State officials expected more displaced Puerto Rican college students 
to take advantage of an offer of in-state tuition, which expired in 2018.  In his article, Ruiter 
(2017) explained that tuition for Florida residents is about $3,200 per semester compared with 
$11,200 for those from out of state.  According to Ruiter (2017), this massive migration to 
central Florida places an added burden on school districts, universities, social services agencies, 
and government agencies.   
Similarly, Comas (2017) added that the University of Central Florida, Valencia 
Community College, and Seminole State College offered new students from Puerto Rico the 
lower Florida resident tuition rate in order to help them continue their education.  The transition 
to a foreign country whose main language is English is not easy for immigrant families and 
students.  Considering Spanish is the predominant language for most Hispanics moving to 
Florida from Puerto Rico, Central America, and South America, Hispanic university students 
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with limitations in English could face more challenges to achieve a university degree in the 
United States (Comas, 2017).  Despite these challenges, many Hispanic students have decided to 
start a college career, and a significant proportion of Hispanics living in the United States have 
attended college (Flores, 2017b).  Flores stated, “almost 40% of Hispanics age 25 and older had 
any college experience in 2015, up from 30% in 2000” (para. 9).  In his research, Flores (2017b) 
found that, by comparison, 27% of foreign-born Hispanics reported some college experience, up 
from 22% in 2000 (para. 9). 
Many of the Hispanic students who migrated to central Florida have the intention of 
staying in Florida after graduation to find a competitive job and establish residency in the United 
States.  As previously indicated by Moitinho (2015), Hispanic students in higher education could 
face the challenges of English language acquisition and proficiency because most colleges and 
universities in central Florida provide English-only instruction.  Only a small percentage of 
universities in central Florida offer bilingual education to facilitate the success of immigrant 
Hispanic students with English language limitations, and some of these universities offer face-to-
face or online bilingual classes (Moitinho, 2015).  Further, some universities in central Florida 
require ELLs to take language courses offered by the university as a prerequisite for coursework 
in a regular English-only college degree.  However, Gray et al. (1996) stated that this combined 
coursework elongates the time and increases the costs of obtaining a college degree.   
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework underlying this investigation is influenced by the work of 
Weiner (1974). 
Weiner’s (1974) attribution theory “is concerned with how individuals interpret events 
and how this relates to their thinking and behavior, and ultimately their achievement” (as cited 
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by David, 2007, p.1).  According to Weiner (1974), a three-stage process underlies an 
attribution; a); behavior must be observed /perceived; b) behavior must be determined to be 
intentional, and; c) behavior attributed to internal or external causes (as cited by David, 2007, 
p.2).  Weiner (1974) identified ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck as the most important 
factors affecting attributions for achievement.  It is noted that causal attributions will influence 
the affective reaction that an individual will have to both success and failure (Weiner, 1974, p. 
362).  Causal attributions may vary from person to person and task to task, but they also vary 
from culture to culture, and they vary from social group to social group as well (Graham, 1991).  
“Despite these differences in perceived causes for success or failure, all these causal attributions 
can be quantitatively compared in terms of a set of underlying properties, or causal dimensions” 
(David, 2007, p.2).   
Attributions are classified along three causal dimensions; a) locus of control (two poles: 
internal and external); b) stability (do causes changes over time or not?) and; c) controllability 
(causes one can control such as skills vs. causes one can not control such as luck, and the actions 
of others) (David, 2007, p. 2).  
Research indicates that causal attributions may influence future performance, and it has 
been suggested that attributional tendencies may be affected by culture and outcomes (Mori, 
Gobel, Thepsiri & Pojanapunya, 2010).  The way in which higher education Hispanic students 
perceive English-only and bilingual education may be affected by their culture and outcomes. 
For example, variables such as English language proficiency skill, and birthplace might impact 
the level of program satisfaction of these students (Krogstad et al., 2015).   
According to The National Research Center on the Gifted and Talented (NRCG/T) 
(2015), our perceptions affect our emotions and behaviors.  In addition, NRCG/T (2015) noted 
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that the perceptions which affect individuals’ emotions and behaviors and their emotional and 
behavioral reactions also help shape their environments and change their beliefs of those 
environments.  A fundamental position of attribution theory is that people behave according to 
their perception and understandings (Weiner, 1974).  According to Weiner (1974), a person 
seeking to understand why another person did something may attribute one or more causes to 
that behavior.   
The purpose of this quantitative study is to analyze the perceptions of higher education 
Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish and who are enrolled in English-only 
education or bilingual education in two central Florida universities.  According to Weerasinghe, 
Lalitha, and Fernando (2017) students’ satisfaction can be defined as short-term attitude resulting 
from an evaluation of students’ educational experience, services, and facilities.  Weerasinghe, et 
al., (2017) state that “in university environment, student satisfaction is determined by multiple 
factors in which quality of service providers is a small part” (p.1).  Weerasinghe, et al. (2017) 
identified the quality of lecturers, quality of physical facilities and effective use of technology as 
key determinant factors of student satisfaction.  “As well as, student satisfaction in universities is 
greatly influenced by the quality of the classroom, quality of feedback, lecturer-student 
relationship, interaction with fellow students, course content, available learning equipment, 
library facilities, and learning materials” (Weerasinghe, et al., 2017, p. 1).  Other factors 
influencing the level of student satisfaction include:  Teaching ability, flexible curriculum, 
university status and prestige, independence, caring of faculty, student growth and development, 
student centeredness, campus climate, institutional effectiveness, and social conditions 
(Weerasinghe, et al., 2017, p. 1).   
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 In keeping with this framework, the investigation provides a structure for selecting 
Hispanic higher education students who speak Spanish as a home language and that have been 
identified as being enrolled in either an English-only program or a bilingual education program 
in two universities in the Central Florida area.  The investigation involves asking students to 
complete a questionnaire that seeks to identify their perceptions of efficacy and satisfaction with 
the education program in which they are enrolled.  An analysis of the students’ answers will 
allow for a better understanding of how their cultural background along with other external and 
internal factors influence their perceptions of the educational program in which they are enrolled.  
Such analysis will allow for recommendations that might improve the success rate of future 
Hispanic higher education students with similar linguistic backgrounds. 
 
Summary 
More research is needed to further understand and address the needs of higher education 
Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish and who are enrolled in two central Florida 
universities.  Both the U.S. Department of Education and U.S. federal legislation have helped 
improve equality in education for Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish.  Hispanic 
students benefit from these laws and programs, which help immigrant students improve their 
English performance. 
Education is an important tool that gives Hispanic students the ability to move among 
different levels of society or employment.  Also, for people who are immigrants, it is considered 
a form of respect in society.  As the education levels among the nation’s immigrants have been 
steadily rising since the 1960s, education levels among the native-born population have also 
grown (Radford & Budiman, 2018).  In central Florida, more students are pursuing a college 
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degree with more than 500,000 enrolled in colleges and universities in central Florida (Fleming, 
2017).  Also, Latino growth in central Florida has been fueled by waves of migration from 
Puerto Rico (Fleming, 2017).   
Immigration has been a centerpiece of the U.S. political debate for decades.  One of the 
most controversial issues relates to the correct instructional program for Hispanic students whose 
Spanish is their home language.  This literature review portrayed the persistent debate over 
bilingual education and English-only education.  Supporters of English-only laws argue that 
allowing English-learning students to study in bilingual education programs and well-meaning 
schools do these students a disservice.  Opponents of English-only education argue that it is 
inconclusive whether English-only instruction helps students to learn English more effectively 
than bilingual education programs.   
Substantial debate exists over whether bilingual education is an effective way to teach 
ELLs.  However, research supports the use of bilingual education for limited- English proficient 
higher education students (Friedenberg, 2002).  In addition, as school and university 
administrators begin to include bilingual delivery of academic instruction, ELLs can begin to 
receive an effective educational technique for bridging the gap between a non-English home 
language and English in the school (APA, 2018).  Friedenberg (2002) found that bilingual 
education, particularly bilingual programs that enhanced language skills, have proven to be 
useful for migrant students with English limitations.  Friedenberg (2002) stated that the English 
for academic purposes instruction should be carefully coordinated with academic classes.  The 
English for academic purposes model adapted the bilingual vocational training model—it 
included components of the earlier model but added six additional components for higher 
education students.  The additional practices changed in favor of a model in which university 
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professors employ sheltered techniques, translate portions of their lecture notes, and use bilingual 
teaching assistants to impart their instruction (Friedenberg, 2002).    
According to Padron and colleagues (2002), effective teaching instruction must 
specifically address the concerns of Hispanic students who come from different cultures and who 
are often trying to learn a new language.  Padron et al. (2002) noted that research shows that 
education needs to be meaningful and responsive to students’ needs as well as be linguistically 
and culturally appropriate.  The goal of this study was to analyze students’ perceptions of higher 
education Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish and who are enrolled in two of the 
central Florida universities participating in this study.  Chapter III provides an overview of the 







Introduction/Statement of Problem 
The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the research methodology for this quantitative 
study of higher education Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish and who are 
enrolled in two central Florida universities.  The study examined the students’ perceptions of 
English-only education and bilingual education programs.  According to the U.S. Census 
Bureau’s (2017a) Quick Facts, as of July 1, 2017, “Hispanics are now the largest racial minority 
group in the United States, reaching 58.9 million, which represents 18.1% of the nation’s 
population” (p. 8).  The U.S. Census Bureau (2017a) projected that the Hispanic population is 
“expected to grow by 86% nationwide between 2015 and 2060” (p. 8).  In the state of Florida, 
particularly in central Florida, the Latino population is also growing more diverse (Gutierrez, 
2016).  As immigration in the United States continues to increase, concerns about understanding 
instructional effectiveness for Hispanic students would appear to become more crucial.  
According to census data, approximately 80% of all ELLs in the United States are Hispanics and 
speak Spanish in the home (National Education Association, n.d.).  One concern that has arisen 
from this fact is whether bilingual education or English immersion models are more effective for 
ELLs in accessing education in the United States (Gandara, 2012). 
The purpose of the study was to explore higher education students’ perceived satisfaction 
with English-only and bilingual education formats and methods of instruction.  Information 
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derived from the study may play an important role in a broader attempt to understand the 
challenges Hispanic students face in engaging in higher education through instruction provided 
in English-only and bilingual educational formats and methods. 
Brief Literature Review 
A review of the literature demonstrates a significant debate regarding whether bilingual 
education or English-only are effective instructional method and formats for Hispanic students 
who are not proficient in English.  Over the years, there have been considerable scholarly efforts 
to understand whether bilingual education or English immersion models are more effective 
instruction for ELLs (Gandara, 2012).  According to census data, 80% of all ELLs in the United 
States are Hispanic (National Education Association, n.d.).  However, research supports the use 
of bilingual education for limited- English proficient higher education students (Friedenberg, 
2002).  In addition, research suggests as school and university administrators begin to include 
bilingual delivery of academic instruction, ELLs can begin to receive an effective educational 
technique for bridging the gap between a non-English home language and English in the school 
(APA, 2018).  Friedenberg (2002) found that bilingual education, particularly bilingual programs 
that enhanced language skills, have proven to be useful for migrant students with English 
limitations.  She stated that the English for academic purposes instruction should be carefully 
coordinated with academic classes.  The English for academic purposes model adapted the 
bilingual vocational training model—it included components of the earlier model but added six 
additional components for higher education students.  The additional practices changed in favor 
of a model in which university professors employ sheltered techniques, translate portions of their 
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lecture notes, and use bilingual teaching assistants to impart their instruction (Friedenberg, 
2002).    
Description of Methodology 
The proposed study was considered quantitative, nonexperimental survey research by 
specific methodology.  A nonprobability, convenient, and purposive sample was used to 
represent the study’s data source.   
 
Research Context 
Pertinent study data were collected from two colleges within the state of Florida’s higher 
education system.  The study’s essential grouping variable was associated with the way 
classroom instruction is delivered: English only and bilingual. 
Participants 
Study participants were selected through a nonprobability, convenient, and purposive 
sampling process.  The target population for the study was higher education Hispanic students 
whose home language was primarily Spanish.  Study participants were currently enrolled in 
college coursework at two higher education institutions located in the central portion of the state 
of Florida.  Two categories of students were selected for study participation: students receiving 
instruction through a bilingual educational delivery format and students receiving instruction 
through an English-only educational delivery format.  All students who participated in the study 
were at least 18 years of age.   
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A total of 71 participants responded to the survey.  Nearly three-fourths (71.8%, n = 51) 
of study participants identified as female, and the remaining 28.2% (n = 20) identified as male.  
Approximately nine in 10 study participants (85.9%, n = 61) identified Spanish as the language 
spoken in the home environment.  Slightly over six in 10 (64.8%, n = 46) study participants 
identified with the age grouping of 18 through 24.  Nearly three-fourths (71.8%, n = 51) of study 
participants received instruction in English-only educational environments; the remaining 28.2% 





The judgment phase, or a priori phase of the establishment of the survey instrument’s 
content validity, was executed through unstructured interviews and discussions with subject 
matter experts (students and educational leaders whose primary language was Spanish rather 
than English) within the state of Florida’s system of higher education.  The validity of the data a 
research instrument will produce is encompassed in the connections that can be made when the 
instrument measures the constructs that it is intended to measure.  Content validity relates to the 
survey instrument’s ability to yield an accurate and relevant representation of the factors or 
content under review (Gay et al., 2012).  Because of the preliminary interviews and discussions, 
the study’s subject matter experts provided the specific framework for the development and 
refinement of specific items that would be included on the eventual research instrument. 
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Instrument validation proceeded to the posterior, or second phase, of the validation 
process once data were collected using the Cronbach’s alpha test statistic.  As a result, the 
study’s research instrument was comprised of 13 specific survey items represented through a 5-
point Likert scale (Appendix D).  The following represents the Likert scale that was used to elicit 
participant responses on the 13 survey items within the research instrument: 
5 - Strongly Agree     4 - Agree  3 - Uncertain  2- Disagree    1 - Strongly Disagree 
Reliability 
Internal reliability of participant response to the study’s research instrument was assessed 
using Cronbach’s alpha.  The statistical significance of alpha was evaluated through the 
application of an F-test.  F values of p < .05 were considered statistically significant. The 
internal reliability of the participant response to the study’s research instrument was measured 
using the Cronbach’s alpha test statistic.  The composite internal reliability level for all study 
participants across all survey items was considered very high (  = .96; p < .001).  The internal 
reliability level was higher for study participants receiving instruction in a bilingual classroom 
environment (  = .97; p = .01) than their study counterparts receiving instruction in English-
only educational environments (  = .96; p = .008). 
Procedures 
Study participants were selected at the two universities according to the target population 
identification criteria.  A letter was sent to the university director at both institutions (Appendix 
A) to request permission to conduct research at their institution. Following Institutional Review 
Board approval, participants received a study packet with a cover letter (Appendix B) via e-mail.  
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The cover letter contained an explanation of the purpose of the study, emphasizing its 
importance and significance in adding to the body of knowledge on the study’s topic.  The cover 
letter was approved by both participating in higher education institutions.  Moreover, the 
researcher’s commitment to sharing the results of the study when completed was included in the 
study’s cover letter.   
The study packet also contained a consent to participate form (Appendix C) and the 
study’s research instrument (Appendix D).  The participant consent form contained a thorough 
explanation of the study’s focus and intent, survey procedures, the risks and benefits of the study, 
and statements of confidentiality and voluntary participation.  The students targeted for 
participation in the study from the two institutions of higher education were also requested to 
complete a brief set of demographic items within the survey instrument.  Demographic identifier 
items included gender of participant, language spoken in the home, age, and type of instructional 
delivery format in which the coursework was provided (English-only or bilingual). 
Data Analysis 
Preliminary analyses were conducted to identify missing data, internal consistency 
(reliability), and essential demographic information.  Dimension reduction of survey items were 
evaluated statistically, interpreted, and reported using IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences analytic platform (version 25).  Missing data were analyzed using descriptive statistical 
techniques.  Specifically, frequency counts and percentages were utilized for illustrative 
purposes.  It was originally planned to assess the randomness of missing data using Little’s 
MCAR test statistic.  However, in light of the intactness of the study’s data set, subsequent 
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statistical analyses using Little’s MCAR, multiple imputations, or expectancy maximization were 
not considered. 
Essential demographic information identifiers were analyzed using descriptive statistical 
techniques.  Specifically, frequency counts and percentages were utilized for illustrative 
purposes.  Dimension reduction (factoring) of the study’s survey items was conducted using 
exploratory factor analysis.  The specific exploratory factor analysis technique utilized in the 
factoring process was principal components analysis.  Factoring model fitness was assessed 
through the interpretation of both the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 
(KMO) and Bartlett’s sphericity values.  KMO values of .40 were considered indicative of 
sampling adequacy for the factoring process.  The study’s data set yielded a KMO value 
exceeding .90.  Bartlett sphericity values of p < .05 were considered indicative of sufficient 
numbers of large correlations for factoring purposes.  The study’s data set yielded Bartlett’s 
sphericity value of p < .001. 
Although the factoring model was found to be adequate in the areas of sampling and high 
levels of correlations, only one factor was identified in the factoring or dimension reduction 
process that accounted for slightly over 70% of the explained variance in the factoring model 
itself.  As a result, the formal address of the study’s four formally posed research questions 
proceeded without the inclusion of factoring data. 
Research Question 1 
 The statistical significance of findings in Research Question 1 was addressed using the 
one-sample t test and the t test of independent means.  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the 
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threshold for statistical significance of findings for both research questions.  Hedge’s g was 
utilized to assess the magnitude of effect (effect size) of mean score differences in light of the 
sample imbalance evident in the comparisons featured in both research questions.  Cohen’s 
conventions were applied to the qualitative interpretation of effect size values in both research 
questions. 
Research Question 2 
 The statistical significance of findings in Research Questions 2 was addressed using the 
one-sample t test and the t test of independent means.  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the 
threshold for statistical significance of findings for both research questions.  Hedge’s g was 
utilized to assess the magnitude of effect (effect size) of mean score differences in light of the 
sample imbalance evident in the comparisons featured in both research questions.  Cohen’s 
conventions were applied to the qualitative interpretation of effect size values in both research 
questions. 
Research Question 3 
Research Question 3 was associative in nature, focused upon determining the respective 
mathematical relationships inherent in the research question.  As such, the Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficient test statistic was employed to assess the associative robustness of 
the respective independent variables (the 10 identified instructional elements) with the dependent 
variable of course efficacy for the two respective instructional delivery formats (English-only 
and bilingual).  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical significance. 
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The second portion of Research Question 3 was comparative in nature.  Specifically, the 
correlation coefficient values associated with each respective instructional delivery format and 
the dependent variables (the 10 specifically identified instructional elements) were assessed for 
statistical significance using the Fisher’s r to z transformation test statistic in each of the 
comparisons of identified instructional elements.  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the 
threshold for statistical significance.   
The effect size of the difference in the comparison of correlation coefficients with respect 
to instructional delivery format and the 10 individual instructional elements of instruction was 
assessed using Cohen’s q test statistic.  Cohen’s conventions were applied to the qualitative 
interpretation of effect size values. 
Research Question 4 
Research Question 4 was associative in nature, focused upon determining the respective 
mathematical relationships inherent in the research question.  As such, the Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficient test statistic was employed to assess the associative robustness of 
the respective independent variables (the 10 identified instructional elements) with the dependent 
variable of course satisfaction for the two respective instructional delivery formats (English-only 
and bilingual).  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical significance. 
The second portion of Research Question 4 was comparative in nature.  Specifically, the 
correlation coefficient values associated with each respective instructional delivery format and 
the dependent variables (the 10 specifically identified instructional elements) were assessed for 
statistical significance using the Fisher’s r to z transformation test statistic in each of the 
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comparisons of identified instructional elements.  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the 
threshold for statistical significance. 
The effect size of the difference in the comparison of correlation coefficients with respect 
to instructional delivery format and the 10 individual instructional elements of instruction was 
assessed using Cohen’s q test statistic.  Cohen’s conventions were applied to the qualitative 
interpretation of effect size values. 
Summary 
The goal of this chapter was to outline the research method used to answer the four 
research questions.  A discussion of the procedure, study participants, data collection, and survey 
questionnaire outlined a description of how the study was conducted and who participated in the 
study.  Four questions and hypothesis were used to analyzed findings on course efficacy and 
satisfaction by instructional delivery model and methods.  All study participants contributed to 
this analysis by sharing their perceptions in the survey instrument.  The goal of Chapter 1V is to 








Introduction/Statement of Problem 
 
As immigration increased, the nation’s colleges and universities faced the challenge of 
responding to a growing immigrant population on campus (Gray, Rolph, & Melamid, 1996).  In 
higher education, the number of Hispanic immigrants who are pursuing higher education has 
been steadily increasing, particularly in central Florida.  Central Florida universities have 
encountered the challenge and opportunity on their campuses of serving higher education 
Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish.  The purpose of this quantitative study was 
to analyze the perceptions of higher education Hispanic students whose home language is 
Spanish and who are enrolled in English-only education or bilingual education in two central 
Florida universities.    
 
Methods of Data Collection 
The survey instrument used a 5-point Likert scale to elicit participant responses on the 13 
survey items within the research instrument. Prior to the analyses and reporting of findings 
relative to the study’s four research questions, three distinct preliminary analyses were conducted 
and reported.  Internal reliability of participant response to items on the study’s research 
instrument (survey) and essential demographic identifier information was analyzed and reported 
using a variety of descriptive and inferential statistical techniques.  The study’s essential data 
arrays were found to be intact.  
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Data Analysis by Research Question 
A total of 557 survey requests were sent out, and a total of 71 participants responded to 
the survey.  The response rate to the study’s research instrument was 12.7% (n = 71).  Although 
the desired response rate was established at 50% at the outset of the study, the 12.7% response 
rate achieved in the study was well within the 10 to 15% level of survey response that has been 
commonly associated with external surveying (Fryrear, 2015), as opposed to internal surveys that 
generally yield a 20% higher level of response rate (Lindeman, 2018).  Moreover, the study’s 
observed completion rate of 100% far exceeds the generally noted average for survey completion 
of 78.6% (Fluid Surveys Team, 2014). This section will present the results of data analysis 
according to each research question.  
Research Question 1: What is the difference in overall perception of course efficacy 
between participants enrolled in English-only instruction versus bilingual instructional 
approaches? 
Hypothesis 
H0 1: There will be no statistically significant difference in the perceived efficacy of 
instructional delivery when comparing English-only and bilingual educational formats. 
Analysis 
The statistical significance of findings in Research Question 1 was addressed using the 
one-sample t test and the t test of independent means.  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the 
threshold for statistical significance of findings for both research questions.  Hedge’s g was 
utilized to assess the magnitude of effect (effect size) of mean score differences in light of the 
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sample imbalance evident in the comparisons featured in both research questions.  Cohen’s 
conventions were applied to the qualitative interpretation of effect size values in both research 
questions. 
Findings 
Eighty-five percent of participants (n = 17) receiving instruction in bilingual education 
environments agreed with respect to the perceived efficacy of instruction.  The level of 
agreement and concomitant mean score for participant response of 3.85 (SD = 1.18) was 
manifested at a statistically significant level, t (19) = 3.22, p = .005 using the one-sample t-test for 
statistical significance.  Study participants receiving instruction in English-only educational 
environments elicited an agreement level of 86.3% (n = 44) with respect to the perceived 
efficacy of instruction.  The level of agreement and concomitant mean score for participant 
response of 4.04 (SD = 0.87) was manifested at a statistically significant level (t (19) = 8.52, p < 
.001) using the one-sample t-test for statistical significance testing purposes.   
The comparison of perceived efficacy of respective instructional deliveries in Research 
Question 1 was not found to be statistically significant (p = .46) using the t-test of independent 
means.  Moreover, the magnitude of effect in the comparison was considered small (g = .20) 
using the Hedges’ g effect size statistic. 
Table 1 contains a summary of finding for the comparison of perceived efficacy of 
respective instructional delivery methods in Research Question 1. 
Table 1 















English-only 51 4.04 0.87 0.74 .20 
Bilingual 20 3.85 1.18   
 
What is the difference in overall perception of course efficacy between participants 
enrolled in English-only instruction versus bilingual instructional approaches? The null 
hypothesis for Research Question 1 was that there would be no statistically significant difference 
in the perceived efficacy of instructional delivery when comparing English-only and bilingual 
educational formats.  In light of the nonstatistically significant finding (p = .46) in Research 
Question 1, the null hypothesis for Research Question 1 was retained. 
Research Question 2: What is the difference in overall perception of course satisfaction 
between participants enrolled in English-only instruction versus bilingual instructional 
approaches? 
Hypothesis 
H0 2: There will be no statistically significant difference in the perceived satisfaction with 
instructional delivery when comparing English-only and bilingual educational formats. 
Analysis 
 The statistical significance of findings in Research Questions 2 was addressed using the 
one-sample t test and the t test of independent means.  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the 
threshold for statistical significance of findings for both research questions.  Hedge’s g was 
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utilized to assess the magnitude of effect (effect size) of mean score differences in light of the 
sample imbalance evident in the comparisons featured in both research questions.  Cohen’s 
conventions were applied to the qualitative interpretation of effect size values in both research 
questions. 
Findings 
Study participants receiving instruction in bilingual educational environments elicited an 
agreement level of 85% (n = 17) with respect to the perceived efficacy of instruction.  The level 
of agreement and concomitant mean score for participant response of 3.85 (SD = 1.18) was 
manifested at a statistically significant level (t (19) = 3.22, p = .005) using the one-sample t-test 
for statistical significance.  Study participants receiving instruction in English-only educational 
environments elicited an agreement level of 88.3% (n = 45) with respect to the perceived 
efficacy of instruction.  The level of agreement and concomitant mean score for participant 
response of 4.10 (SD = 0.88) was manifested at a statistically significant level (19) = 8.94, p < 
.001) using the one-sample t-test for statistical significance.   
The comparison of perceived efficacy of respective instructional deliveries in research 
question one was found to be non-statistically significant (p = .69) using the t-test of independent 
means.  Moreover, the magnitude of effect in the comparison was considered small (g = .22) 
using the Hedges’ g effect size statistic. Table 2 contains a summary of findings for the 





Perceived Satisfaction Comparison of Instructional Delivery Methods 
 











English-only 51 4.10 0.88 0.97 .22 
Bilingual 20 3.85 1.18   
 
What is the difference in overall perception of course satisfaction between participants 
enrolled in English-only instruction versus bilingual instructional approaches? The null 
hypothesis for Research Question 2 was that there would be no statistically significant difference 
in the perceived satisfaction with instructional delivery when comparing English-only and 
bilingual educational formats. In light of the nonstatistically significant finding (p = .69) in 
Research Question 2, the null hypothesis for Research Question 2 was retained. 
Research Question 3: Considering the study’s identified elements of instructional delivery 
which represents the most robust, statistically significant correlate of participant overall 
perception of course efficacy for English-only and bilingual course instructional delivery? 
And were there statistically significant differences between the instructional delivery 
formats by identified instructional element? 
Hypothesis 
Ha 3: The instructional element of appropriateness of technology will represent the most 
robust correlate of study participants’ perceived overall course efficacy for study participants 
receiving instruction in English-only educational environments, whereas the instructional 
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element of appropriateness of accommodations will represent the most robust correlate of study 
participants’ perceived overall course efficacy for study participants receiving instruction in 
bilingual educational environments. 
Analysis 
Research Question 3 was associative in nature, focused upon determining the respective 
mathematical relationships inherent in the research question.  As such, the Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficient test statistic was employed to assess the associative robustness of 
the respective independent variables (the 10 identified instructional elements) with the dependent 
variable of course efficacy for the two respective instructional delivery formats (English-only 
and bilingual).  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical significance. 
The second portion of Research Question 3 was comparative in nature.  Specifically, the 
correlation coefficient values associated with each respective instructional delivery format and 
the dependent variables (the 10 specifically identified instructional elements) were assessed for 
statistical significance using the Fisher’s r to z transformation test statistic in each of the 
comparisons of identified instructional elements.  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the 
threshold for statistical significance.   
The effect size of the difference in the comparison of correlation coefficients with respect 
to instructional delivery format and the 10 individual instructional elements of instruction was 
assessed using Cohen’s q test statistic.  Cohen’s conventions were applied to the qualitative 




Using the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient to establish the mathematical 
relationship between instructional programming elements and overall study participant 
perception of instructional format efficacy, the element of appropriateness of course materials 
represented the most robust correlate of overall perceived course efficacy (r = .92, p < .001) for 
study participants receiving instructional services in an English-only educational environment.  
The elements of the appropriateness of accommodations and accessibility to course instructor 
represented the most robust correlates of overall perceived course efficacy (r = .94, p < .001) for 
study participants receiving instructional services in a bilingual educational environment. 
Using Fisher’s r to z transformation test statistic, four comparisons of instructional 
elements by instructional delivery format were found to be statistically significant.  Three of the 
four comparisons favored study participants receiving instruction in bilingual educational 
environments in the following instructional elements: acquisition of desired content and 
information, appropriateness of accommodations, and accessibility to the course instructor.   
Using the Cohen’s q effect size statistic for correlation comparisons, three comparisons 
of instructional elements by instructional delivery format, all favoring study participants 
receiving instruction in bilingual educational environments, were found to be manifested at large 
magnitudes of effect.  The greatest single magnitude of effect was evident in the element of 
accessibility to the course instructor (q = 1.01). 
Table 3 contains a summary of findings for the mathematical relationships of identified 




Associative Comparisons of Perceived Course Efficacy by Instructional Delivery Format 








Curriculum Facilitation of Achievement .76*** .79*** 0.27 .08 
Appropriateness of Course Materials .92*** .81*** 1.64* .46b 
Appropriateness of Instructional 
Techniques 
 
.79*** .84*** 0.53 .15 
Acquisition of Desired Content or 
Information 
 
.77*** .91*** 1.80* .51a 
Course and Materials Alignment  .69*** .50** 1.06 .30 
Appropriateness of Technology .74*** .84*** 0.96 .27 
Appropriateness of Accommodations .72*** .94***      2.94*** .83a 
Sufficiency of Course Resources .87*** .84*** 0.40 .11 
Accessibility of Support Services .71*** .77*** 0.47 .13 
Accessibility to Course Instructor .62*** .94***     3.59*** 1.01a 
 
* p ≤ .05    ** p = .01 *** p < .001 a large effect size b medium effect size 
 
Considering the study’s identified elements of instructional delivery, which represents the most 
robust, statistically significant correlate of participant overall perception of course efficacy for 
English-only and bilingual course instructional delivery?  And were there statistically significant 
differences between the instructional delivery formats by identified instructional element?  The 
alternative research hypothesis for Research Question 3 was that the instructional element of 
appropriateness of technology would represent the most robust correlate of study participants’ 
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perceived overall course efficacy for study participants receiving instruction in English-only 
educational environments, whereas the instructional element of appropriateness of 
accommodations would represent the most robust correlate of study participants’ perceived 
overall course efficacy for study participants receiving instruction in bilingual educational 
environments. 
In light of the finding for appropriateness of course materials (r = .92, q = .46) rather than 
the appropriateness of technology (r = .74, q = .27) with respect to study participants receiving 
instruction in English-only educational environments, the alternative research hypothesis in 
Research Question 3 was rejected.  In light of the finding for accessibility to course instructor (r 
= .94, q = 1.01) with respect to study participants receiving instruction in bilingual educational 
environments, the alternative research hypothesis in Research Question 3 was rejected. 
Research Question 4: Considering the study’s identified elements of instructional delivery, 
which represents the most robust, statistically significant correlate of participant overall 
perception of course satisfaction for English-only and bilingual course instructional 
delivery? And were there statistically significant differences between the instructional 
delivery formats by identified instructional element? 
Hypothesis 
Ha 4: The instructional element of appropriateness of technology will represent the most 
robust correlate of study participant perceived overall course satisfaction for study participants 
receiving instruction in English-only educational environments, whereas the instructional 
element of appropriateness of accommodations will represent the most robust correlate of study 
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participant perceived overall course satisfaction for study participants receiving instruction in 
bilingual educational environments. 
Analysis 
Research Question 4 was associative in nature, focused upon determining the respective 
mathematical relationships inherent in the research question.  As such, the Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficient test statistic was employed to assess the associative robustness of 
the respective independent variables (the 10 identified instructional elements) with the dependent 
variable of course satisfaction for the two respective instructional delivery formats (English-only 
and bilingual).  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical significance. 
The second portion of Research Question 4 was comparative in nature.  Specifically, the 
correlation coefficient values associated with each respective instructional delivery format and 
the dependent variables (the 10 specifically identified instructional elements) were assessed for 
statistical significance using the Fisher’s r to z transformation test statistic in each of the 
comparisons of identified instructional elements.  The alpha level of p < .05 represented the 
threshold for statistical significance. 
The effect size of the difference in the comparison of correlation coefficients with respect 
to instructional delivery format and the 10 individual instructional elements of instruction was 
assessed using Cohen’s q test statistic.  Cohen’s conventions were applied to the qualitative 




Using the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient to establish the mathematical 
relationship between instructional programming elements and overall study participant 
perception of instructional format efficacy, the element of sufficiency of course resources 
represented the most robust correlate of overall perceived course efficacy (r = .89, p < .001) for 
study participants receiving instructional services in an English-only educational environment.  
The element of acquisition of desired content and information represented the most robust 
correlates of overall perceived course efficacy (r = .95, p < .001) for study participants receiving 
instructional services in a bilingual educational environment.   
Using Fisher’s r to z transformation test statistic, three comparisons of instructional 
elements by instructional delivery format were found to be manifested at a statistically 
significant level.  The three comparisons favored study participants receiving instruction in 
bilingual educational environments in the following instructional elements: acquisition of desired 
content and information, appropriateness of accommodations, and accessibility to the course 
instructor. 
 Using the Cohen’s q effect size statistic for correlation comparisons, the three statistically 
significant comparisons of instructional elements by instructional delivery format, all favoring 
study participants receiving instruction in bilingual educational environments, were found to be 
manifested at large magnitudes of effect.  The greatest single magnitude of effect was evident in 
the element of accessibility to the course instructor (q = 1.08). 
Table 4 contains a summary of findings for the mathematical relationships of identified 














Curriculum Facilitation of Achievement .68*** .79*** 0.86 .24 
Appropriateness of Course Materials .86*** .81*** 0.59 .17 
Appropriateness of Instructional Techniques 
 
.75*** .88*** 1.43  .40b 
Acquisition of Desired Content or 
Information 
.79*** .95***      2.69***  .76a 
Course and Materials Alignment  .64*** .54*** 0.55 .15 
Appropriateness of Technology .79*** .89*** 1.24 .35b 
Appropriateness of Accommodations .68*** .94***      3.22***  .91a 
Sufficiency of Course Resources .89*** .84*** 0.71 .20 
Accessibility of Support Services .71*** .77*** 0.47 .13 
Accessibility to Course Instructor .58*** .94***      3.81***  1.08 a 
 ***p ≤ .001 a large effect size b medium effect size 
Considering the study’s identified elements of instructional delivery, which represents the 
most robust, statistically significant correlate of participant overall perception of course 
satisfaction for English-only and bilingual course instructional delivery? And were there 
statistically significant differences between the instructional delivery formats by identified 
instructional element? The alternative research hypothesis in Research Question 4 was that the 
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instructional element of appropriateness of technology would represent the most robust correlate 
of study participant perceived overall course satisfaction for study participants receiving 
instruction in English-only educational environments, whereas the instructional element of 
appropriateness of accommodations would represent the most robust correlate of study 
participant perceived overall course satisfaction for study participants receiving instruction in 
bilingual educational environments. 
In light of the finding for sufficiency of course materials (r = .89) rather than the 
appropriateness of technology (r = .79) with respect to study participants receiving instruction in 
English-only educational environments, the alternative research hypothesis in Research Question 
4 was rejected.  In light of the finding for accessibility of course instructor (r = .94, q = 1.08) and 
acquisition of desired content and information (r = .95, q = .76) rather than appropriateness of 
accommodations (r = .94, q = .91) with respect to study participants receiving instruction in 
bilingual educational environments, the alternative research hypothesis in Research Question 4 
was rejected.   
Summary 
This chapter contains the results of the analysis, connect the analysis with the four 
research questions and, demonstrated consistency of the analysis.  Seventy-one participants were 
surveyed for this quantitative study.  Thirteen survey questions were structured to understand 
what factors contribute to participants overall instructional satisfaction and efficacy between 
English-only and bilingual education.   
82 
 
Research Questions 1 and 2 results indicated there were no differences in overall 
accuracy and satisfaction by instructional delivery methods and formats between English only 
and bilingual education environments.  Ten instructional elements defined the analysis of 
Research Question 3 and 4.  There was a significant difference in overall accuracy and 
satisfaction instructional delivery methods and formats between English-only and bilingual 
education environments.  The goal of this chapter was to outline the research method used to 
answer the four research questions.  A discussion of the procedure, study participants, data 
collection, and survey questionnaire, outlined the description of how the study was conducted 
and who participated in the study.  Chapter V includes the summary for the analysis and 






Brief Summary/Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to analyze the perceptions of higher education 
Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish and are enrolled in English-only education 
and Bilingual education in two Central Florida Universities participating in this study.  The 
students’ perceptions of the efficacy and satisfaction of English-only and bilingual education 
instructional delivery methods and formats were researched by determining to what extent some 
of the objectives of both instructional settings have been attained.  Also, the study’s findings 
provided a clearer picture of the needs to improve instructional methods and formats for higher 
education Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish and are enrolled in Central Florida 
universities.  
The background of this study was presented by reviewing the pertinent literature, 
particularly by surveying data about the increase of Hispanic students whose home language is 
Spanish who migrated to Florida and are enrolled in Central Florida universities.  The 
background of the research problem covers the impact of English-only and bilingual education 
on Hispanic students who migrated to the United States; their challenges and ways of 
overcoming those challenges were discussed.  Chapter II reviewed previously conducted 
research and described the pros and cons of both instructional settings.  Also, the impact upon 
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thousands of migrated individuals, students, and families from Puerto Rico to Central Florida 
was described. 
This chapter concludes the study. A summary of the research is presented, and the 
findings of the study are discussed and interpreted based on the data analyses in the previous 
chapter. Some limitations have been identified. The chapter closes with a conclusion and 
recommendations for further research. 
 
Review of Methodology 
The research approach used in this study was a quantitative, non-experimental survey 
research.  A nonprobability, convenient/purposive sample was used to represent the study’s data 
source.  The research population consisted of higher education Hispanic students whose home 
language is Spanish and are enrolled in two Central Florida universities participating in this 
study.  The study’s essential grouping variable was associated with the way classroom 
instruction is delivered: English only or bilingual.  The survey instrument (see Appendix C) 
consisted of two distinct sections.  The first section of the survey contained 13 specific survey 
questions utilizing a five-point Likert scale to ascertain students’ perceptions of efficacy and 
satisfaction with two main instructional delivery methods: English-only or bilingual education. 
The two main instructional delivery formats contained ten subsections to provide depth of insight 
regarding specific elements of the instructional delivery format of English-only or bilingual 
programming.  The second section contained questions designed to collect demographic 
information from the higher education of Hispanic students. 
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The research questions from this study examined students’ perceptions of English-only and 
bilingual education efficacy and satisfaction in both delivery formats and methods in 
instructional environments. The main objectives of the research questions of this study were as 
follows: 
1. Evaluate the difference in overall perceptions of course efficacy between participants 
enrolled in English-only versus bilingual education instructional approaches 
2. Evaluate the difference in overall perceptions of course satisfaction between participants 
enrolled in English-only instruction versus bilingual instructional approaches 
3. Considering the study’s identified elements of instructional delivery, identify which 
represents the most robust, statistically significant correlate of participant overall 
perception of course efficacy for English-only and Bilingual course instructional 
delivery. Also, evaluate if any, the statistically significant differences between the 
instructional delivery formats by identified instructional elements 
4. Considering the study’s identified elements of instructional delivery, identify which 
represents the most robust, statistically significant correlate of participant overall 
perceptions of course satisfaction for English-only and Bilingual course instructional 
delivery. Also, evaluate if any, the statistically significant differences between the 




Summary of Results 
 
The study’s essential data arrays (survey item responses) were found to be complete and 
intact.  As such, anticipated use of formal data imputation procedures (Multiple Imputations; 
Expectancy Maximization) for subsequent analytic purposes was not deemed necessary.  The 
omnibus internal reliability level for all study participants across all survey items was considered 
very high.  Moreover, the internal reliability level was higher for study participants receiving 
instruction in a bilingual classroom environment) than their study counterparts receiving 
instruction in English-only educational environments. 
The general preliminary findings revealed that slightly 64.8 % (n=46) of the respondents 
were aged between 18-24 years.   Regarding gender, 71.8% (n=51) were female and 28.2% 
(n=20) identified as male.  Most of the respondents namely 85.9% (n=61) identified Spanish as 
their home language.  Nearly 71.8% (n=51) of study participants received instruction in English-
only educational environments.  28.2% (n=20) identified as receiving instructions in bilingual 
education environments.   
The participant participation response rate to the study’s research instrument was 12.7% 
(n=71) which response rate achieved in the study was well within the 10% to 15% level of 
survey respondents that have commonly associated with external surveying (Fryrear, 2015).  The 
study’s observed completion rate of 100% far exceeds the generally noted average for survey 
completion of 78% (Fluid Surveys, 2014).   
In Research Questions, 1 and 2, 85 % of participants receiving instruction in bilingual 
education environments agree with respect to the perceived efficacy of instruction, whereas 
86.3% of participants receiving instruction in English -only educational environments agreed 
with respect to the perceived efficacy of instruction.  In Research Questions, 3 and 4, a total of 
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85 % of participants receiving instruction in bilingual education environments agree with respect 
to the perceived satisfaction of instruction compared to 88.3 % of participants receiving 
instruction in English-only environments that agreed with respect to the perceived satisfaction of 
instruction. 
Discussion by Research Question 
The main objectives of this study were to evaluate the overall perceptions of course 
efficacy and satisfaction between participants enrolled in English-only versus bilingual 
instructional methods and formats approaches.  Each participant in this study was asked to 
indicate how both instructional approaches’ efficacy and satisfaction was perceived according to 
the Likert scale study’s research instrument.  The analysis of data exposed significant key 
findings that emerged from 10 instructional elements: a) curriculum facilitation of achievement; 
b) appropriateness of course materials; c) appropriateness of instructional techniques; d) 
acquisition of desired content/information; e) course/ materials alignment; f) appropriateness of 
technology; g) appropriateness of accommodations; h) sufficiency of course resources; i) 
accessibility of support services; and j) accessibility to course instructor.  The resources of the 
data analysis allowed the participants to freely express their perceptions and comments.  Some 
participants anonymously expressed their thoughts about this study.  Students’ comments are 
showing below. 
Research Question 1: What is the difference in the overall perception of course efficacy 
between participants enrolled in English-only instruction versus bilingual instructional 
approaches? 
Findings.  The participants in this study have indicated that there was no difference in the 
overall perception of course efficacy between participants enrolled in both instructional 
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approaches.  The results of this question have indicated that the effect in comparison of both 
instructional methods related to efficacy was not significant.  85% of participants receiving 
instruction in bilingual education environments agreed with respect to the perceived efficacy of 
instruction.  On the other hand, 86.3% of participants receiving instruction in English-only 
education agreed with respect to the perceived efficacy of instruction.   The subjects of course 
efficacy of both instructional methods from participants’ responses were supported in the 
literature.  English-only and bilingual education effectiveness for non-English home language are 
continuing a public debate because both instructional settings are perceived differently by 
educators, students, and the public.   
Discussion.  The effects on the participants in this study agree with the diversity of 
opinions and views from different groups about English-only and bilingual education efficacy.  
The effectiveness of English-only and bilingual education for students with a home language that 
is not English continues to inspire a public debate due to the fact that both instructional settings 
are perceived in a different manner by educators, students, and the public.  The responses of the 
participants of this study reflect the diversity of opinions mentioned above.  Without a doubt, the 
debate about what instructional settings are more efficient for higher education Hispanic students 
will remain a source of controversy for a long time to come. According to the American 
Psychological Association (APA), “Bilingual education is an effective educational technique for 
bridging the gap between a non-English home language and English in the school” (APA, 2018, 
p. 30).  On the other hand, English-only supporters state that English immersion is the best way 
to educate students who are not English proficient, maintaining that students learn English at a 
faster pace when they attend classes taught only in English and with English-speaking peers 
(Kiefer, 2003).  A different study concludes that bilingual education is not effective in meeting 
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the needs of higher education ELL students (Reuter, 2018).  However, there are other groups that 
support bilingual education for higher education students such as Friedenberg (2002), and 
Gandara (2012).    This debate is reflected in the comments of some study participants (see 
Appendix G). 
Research Question 2: What is the difference in overall perception of course satisfaction 
between participants enrolled in English-only instruction versus bilingual instructional 
approaches? 
Findings.  The participants in this study have indicated that there was no difference in the 
overall perception of course satisfaction between both instructional methods.  The results of this 
question have indicated that the effect in comparison of both instructional methods related to 
efficacy was not significant.  85% of participants receiving instruction in bilingual education 
environments agreed with respect to perceive satisfaction of instruction methods.  On the other 
hand, 88.3% of participants receiving instruction in English-only education agreed with respect 
to perceive satisfaction of instruction methods.   The subjects of course satisfaction of both 
instructional methods from participants’ responses were supported in the literature. 
Discussion. The way in which students, educators, and the public perceive bilingual 
education and English-only instructional methods is not clearly identified.  Obudo (2017) states 
that the debate over which model of instruction is better for Hispanic students, particularly ELLs, 
continues to be an issue to resolve.  According to Obudo (2017), research on bilingual education 
versus English immersion is considered frustratingly inconclusive.  To obtain more accurate 
results, there are certain variables that need to be considered in future research.  These variables 
could affect the perception students have about the instructional methods utilized in an 
educational program.  According to Krogstad et al. (2015), two of those variables are English 
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language proficiency skills and birthplace.  It is important to note that although there was no 
difference in the overall perception of course satisfaction between both instructional methods, 
some students did express their preference for bilingual education.  Furthermore, one of the 
participants mentioned language proficiency and birthplace as educational challenges in higher 
education programs.  This point is supported by the some of the comments made by the 
participants of the study (see Appendix G).   
Research Question 3: Considering the study’s identified elements of instructional delivery, 
which represents the most robust, statistically significant correlate of participant overall 
perception of course efficacy for English-only and bilingual course instructional delivery? 
And were there statistically significant differences between the instructional delivery 
formats by identified instructional element? 
Findings.  The participants in this study have indicated that they had a difference in the 
overall perception of course efficacy by instructional delivery format between English-only 
instruction versus bilingual instructional.  Further, results indicated that the effect in comparison 
of both instructional formats related to efficacy was diverse.  For example, the instructional 
element of the appropriateness of technology represented the most robust correlate of study 
participants perceived overall course efficacy for study participants receiving instruction in 
English-only educational environments.  On the other hand, the instructional element of the 
appropriateness of accommodations represented the most robust correlate of study participants 
perceived overall course efficacy for study participants receiving instruction in bilingual 
education environments (see table 3).   
Discussion.  Higher education programs that offer both academic and social support 
while creating a more inclusive environment can equip Hispanic graduates with the skills, 
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knowledge, and opportunity they need to succeed in the long-term (Schindelheim, 2018, p.2).  
Hispanics are making big progress in college enrollment and despite all the challenges that 
Hispanic ELLs face, the number of students from this population has been changing rapidly at 
both the nation’s public K-12 schools and institutions of higher education (Krogstad, 2016).  
According to Gandara (2012) there has been little difference in the academic performance of 
Hispanic students in English-only programs after the passage of English-only laws.  Gandara 
(2012) concludes that the passage of English-only legislation failed to close the achievement gap 
in any of the states that adopted such laws.   
The perception of course efficacy of those students receiving instruction in bilingual 
settings was strongly influenced by their perceived accessibility to the instructors leading the 
courses.  Participants receiving instruction in bilingual environments reported a high level of 
efficacy with respect to the perceived accessibility to the course instructor while those receiving 
instruction in English-only setting reported a low efficacy perception as related to the same 
aspect.  According to Friedenberg (2012, p 319), the responsibilities of a college instructor in 
bilingual settings are to identify students’ needs and concerns in order to help them succeed.  
Supported academic instruction involves instructors who are teaching primarily in English but 
provide translated versions of their lecture notes and textbook supplements.  Such instructors 
also utilize Sheltered English techniques and include bilingual teaching assistants that can help 
Hispanic students improve their academic performance (Friedenberg, 2012, p.319).  The results 
of this study suggest that Hispanic students value the input and accessibility that instructors in 
bilingual settings offer their students.  
Research Question 4: Considering the study’s identified elements of instructional delivery, 
which represents the most robust, statistically significant correlate of participant overall 
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perception of course satisfaction for English-only and bilingual course instructional 
delivery? And were there statistically significant differences between the instructional 
delivery formats by identified instructional element? 
Findings.  The participants in this study have indicated that they had a difference in the 
overall perception of course satisfaction by instructional delivery format between English-only 
instruction versus bilingual education.  The instructional element of the appropriateness of 
technology was the most robust correlate of study participants perceived overall course 
satisfaction for study participants receiving instruction in English-only educational 
environments.  On the other hand, the instructional element of the appropriateness of 
accommodations represented the most robust correlate of study participant perceived overall 
course satisfaction for study participants receiving instruction in bilingual education 
environments.   
Discussion.  As mentioned in the literature, the debate over which model of instruction is 
better for Hispanic students has raged in educational circles for decades (Obudo, 2007). Over the 
years, there have been considerable scholarly efforts to understand instructional effectiveness for 
ELLs, in particular, whether bilingual education or English immersion models are more effective 
(Gandara, 2002).  Part of the controversy over bilingualism involves questions of whether we 
should have bilingual education programs in our schools and, if so, to what end” (Fitzgerald, 
1993, p. 48).   Future research is needed to understand better the answers to this debate.  The 
current antithetical conditions also suggest the bilingual-issues debate is likely to continue for 
some time to come” (Fitzgerald, 1993, p. 52).  As the United States population becomes 
increasingly diverse, debates over bilingualism have intensified” (Fitzgerald, 1993, p. 1).  For 
some groups of Hispanic students, bilingual education enhances the college or university 
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environment and experience for everyone involved (Fitzgerald, 1993).   By comparison, English-
only supporters argued that “by requiring all students to learn and speak in one language, 
students are more likely to intermingle with each other, leading to well-rounded perspectives” 
(Reuter, 2018, para. 3).   
Finally, the results of this Research Question 4 indicated that the greatest single 
magnitude of effect was evident in the element of accessibility to the course instructor (see table 
4).  Having access to instructors would help to improve the communication between student and 
professor.  Having a Spanish speaking advisor would help to overcome any challenge facing by 
higher education Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish, especially students with 
limited English proficiency.  One of the participants of this study expressed his thoughts on the 
importance of having a professor who speak Spanish to provide clear and understandable 
curriculum instructions (see Appendix G).  
 
Study Limitations 
All research studies have limitations, and this study was no different. These limitations 
must be considered when reviewing and considering the results of this study. One limitation of 
this study is the lack of prior research studies on this topic in higher education settings. There are 
few investigations about Hispanic higher education students whose home language is Spanish. 
Previous substantial investigations related to the problem were used in bilingual programs versus 
English-only education of K-12 students. A second limitation of this study is the use of 
nonprobability sampling, which may have resulted in self-selection bias. Therefore, the sample 
may not be representative of the target population. A third limitation of this study is the small 
sample size. The population for the study was limited to higher education Hispanic students 
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whose home language is Spanish and who are enrolled in two Central Florida universities. 
Therefore, to generalize the results for larger groups, the study should have involved more 
participants. It is difficult to make quantitative predictions. Nevertheless, the study does provide 
an in-depth examination of the problem. Students participating in English-only education and 
bilingual education in universities in Central Florida can determine whether the study is 
applicable to their situations. 
 
 
Implications for Future Practice 
Based on the results, the researcher cannot conclude which instructional format and 
methods are better for higher education Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish. 
However, results indicate that participants of bilingual education are more satisfied with 
bilingual instructional formats than English-only participants. On the other hand, the researcher 
cannot conclude that all participants are ELLs, even though most of the participants were 
identified as higher education Hispanic students whose home language is Spanish. The 
participants’ English proficiency was not identified in this study to determine which group of 
higher education Hispanic students needed bilingual or English-only education. There are 
specific classifications of ELLs based on their oral language proficiency skills. ELLs may be 
classified as initially fluent English proficient, limited English proficient, or reclassified English 
proficient. Students who are reclassified English proficient are ready for mainstream English 
instruction classrooms (Rivera, Lessaux, & Francis, 2009). Cardenas (2010) stated that these 
classifications help to better serve these students whose academic achievements have been below 
their monolingual English-speaking peers. The results indicated that for this sample of the 
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population, both instructional programs methods satisfied the students. In this study, there was 
no statistically significant difference in the perceived satisfaction between instructional delivery 
methods. However, there is a significant difference in students’ perception between both 
programs’ instructional delivery formats. Results indicated that students are more satisfied with 
bilingual than English-only education instructional delivery formats. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
The findings from the analysis respond to the study’s research questions and help to 
achieve its goal, which was to illustrate the perceptions that higher education Hispanic students 
whose home language is Spanish enrolled in two Central Florida universities may have of 
English-only and bilingual education programs. The researcher used a survey instrument to 
analyze the students’ perceptions of both instructional settings. These findings have some 
implications for both assessing the instructional programs, particularly to improve them and for 
developing the field of bilingual education for Hispanic higher education students in Central 
Florida where the population has grown. Central Florida lacks universities providing bilingual 
education. The results of this study cannot be generalized, and there is no previous research to 
compare higher education Hispanic students’ perceptions of English-only and bilingual 
education in the Central Florida area. Also, this study did not consider some variables such as 
participants’ prior knowledge in English or proficiency, socioeconomic status, educational 
background, cognitive abilities, or place of origin. Therefore, future research should examine 
what characteristics could identify which population of higher education Hispanic students 
whose home language is Spanish needs bilingual or English-only education and which of the 
programs is the best education setting that could satisfy the needs of these students to help them 
earn a college degree. Based on the findings of this study, a suggested implication is providing 
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curricular resources in Spanish to higher education Hispanic students whose home language is 
Spanish. 
Conclusion 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore higher education Hispanic students’ 
perceptions of English-only and bilingual education instructional settings in Central Florida 
universities. The problem is that with few bilingual education programs for higher education 
students across the Central Florida area, students whose home language is Spanish may not have 
the availability to enroll in the right program that satisfies their academic needs. Research 
suggests that there is a lack of resources for bilingual programs that could help Hispanic 
university students to be successful in their careers (Garza, 2007). Friedenberg (2002) found that 
bilingual education and particularly bilingual programs that enhanced language skills have 
proven to be useful tools for migrant students with English limitations. She proposed the model 
English for academic purposes (EAP).  One example of available programs in the United States 
that could help higher education Hispanic students with their academic needs are the Hispanic 
Serving Institutions (HSIs).  Findings in this study were mainly consistent with the content in the 
literature.  As stated in the literature, bilingual education enhances the college or university 
environment and experience for everyone involved (Friedenberg, 2002).  The results of this 
study compared with a survey study of 12 HSIs mentioned in the literature that clearly shows 
that by offering academic and social support and by creating more inclusive environments help 
higher education, Hispanic students, to succeed in the long term (Schindelheim, 2018).   
The results of this study indicate that participants perceived bilingual education and English-only 
instructional delivery methods to be equally efficacious and satisfying. However, participants 
perceived the delivery elements of bilingual education instruction to be more efficacious and 
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satisfactory than the delivery elements of English-only instructional programs. Regarding 
instructional delivery format, another finding of the study revealed that English-only participants 
experienced significant frustration due to a lack of accessibility to course instructors compared 
with students in bilingual education programs. The selected group of higher education Hispanic 
students agreed to participate and complete 100% of the survey; they demonstrated, as stated in 
the literature, that the immigrants recognize the importance of learning English as a way of 
improving their socioeconomic and geographic mobility in the United States (Loo & Mar, 1982). 
The perceptions and opinions shared by the participants in this study provide relevant data that 
addressed the problem and purpose statement provided in this paper. In conclusion, a slight 
majority of participants in this study felt bilingual education is an effective and satisfying way to 
complete their college degree goals. Finally, this study found that English-only students 
perceived the appropriateness of course materials as the highest element of course efficacy 
related to instructional delivery format. Further research is required to provide more evidence of 
the efficacy and satisfaction of English-only and bilingual education settings for higher education 
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Letter to the University Director 
 
Dear Director: 
My name is Lilliam Roman.  I am writing to request permission to conduct a research 
study at your institution.  I am currently a doctoral candidate at Southeastern University in 
Lakeland, Florida, and am in the process of completing my dissertation study which is 
entitled “Bilingual Students’ Perceptions of English-Only Education: A study of Hispanic 
University Students in Central Florida”.   
For this study, I will be conducting a survey of Hispanic higher education students 
enrolled in bilingual programs as well as in English-only programs.  Please find attached the 
survey questionnaire and cover letter for this study.  It is for that reason that I would like to 
request access to the email addresses of the Hispanic students in your university.  The survey 
would last about 10–15 minutes, and it will be accessed on the website link that will be included 
in the students’ email notification.  Participation in the survey is entirely voluntary, and there are 
no known or anticipated risks to participation in this study.  All information provided will be 
kept in utmost confidentiality and would be used only for academic purposes.  The names of the 
respondents and the name of your school will not appear in any dissertation or publications 
resulting from this study unless agreed to do so.  After the data have been analyzed, you will 
receive a copy of the executive summary.  If you are interested, an electronic copy (e.g., PDF) of 
the entire dissertation can be made available to you.   
Your approval to conduct this study will be greatly appreciated.  I will be happy to 
answer any questions or concerns that you may have.  If you agree, kindly sign below 
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acknowledging your consent and permission for me to conduct this study/survey at your 
university and return the signed form to my email lroman@seu.edu.  If you would also kindly 
submit a signed letter of permission on your institution’s letterhead acknowledging your consent 
and permission for me to conduct this survey/study at your institution.  Thank you in advance for 
your interest and assistance with this research. 
Sincerely, 
Lilliam Roman, MBA    Noted by:  
Doctor of Education Candidate  Dr.  Joyce Tardaguila Harth 
Major in Organizational Leadership  Dissertation Advisor, Southeastern University 
jtharth@seu.edu 
        
Approved by:          Title                                               Date 








Participant Cover Letter 
Dear Student:   
My name is Lilliam Roman.  I am currently enrolled in the Doctor of Education program 
at Southeastern University in Lakeland, Florida and am in the process of writing my dissertation.  
I invite you to participate in a research study entitled “Bilingual Students’ Perceptions of 
English-Only Education: A Study of Hispanic University Students in Central Florida.” 
The questionnaire will require approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.  There is no 
compensation for responding nor is there any known risk.  To ensure that all information will 
remain confidential, please do not include your name.  Copies of the project will be provided to 
my Southeastern University Dissertation Committee.  Participation is strictly voluntary, and you 
may refuse to participate at any time.   
 Thank you for taking the time to assist me in my educational endeavors.  The data 
collected will provide useful information regarding the need for more bilingual higher education 
programs in the central Florida area that will satisfy the academic needs of Hispanic higher 
education students whose home language is Spanish.  The study is the beginning of future 
research in this subject area.   
If you would like a summary copy of this study, please complete and detach the Request 
for Information form and return it to me in a separate envelope.  Completion of the questionnaire 
will indicate your willingness to participate in this study.  If you require additional information 
or have questions, please contact me at the number listed below.   
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  If you are not satisfied with the way this study is being conducted, you may report 
(anonymously if you so choose) any complaints to Dr.  Joyce Harth, dissertation chair advisor at 
the number listed below.   
If you choose to participate:  By clicking the following link 
https://www.allcounted.com/s?did=3oabzrt78boah&lang=en_US you are indicating that you 
freely and voluntarily agree to participate in this study, read the above Appendix A (Participant 




Lilliam Roman, MBA 




8628 Twined Creek Lane,  
Charlotte, NC 28227 
Dissertation Chair Advisor 
Dr.  Joyce Tardaguila Harth 
Associate Professor 
Coordinator of the Master of Education in 








(This request for information form is an optional part of the cover letter and is not required for 
Institutional Review Board approval.)  
Request for Information   
Please send a copy of the study results to the address listed below.   
 Name:  
 
Address:  






Informed Consent Form  
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION  
SOUTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY 
 
Title: “Bilingual Students’ Perceptions of English-Only Education: A Study of Hispanic   
University Students in Central Florida”  
Investigator(s):   Dr. Joyce Harth, Faculty, Southeastern University;   
Lilliam Roman, Doctoral student, Southeastern University 
Purpose:  The purpose of the study is to examine the educational experiences of Hispanic higher 
education students whose dominant language is Spanish receiving bilingual or English-only 
education.  Because you have been identified as a Hispanic higher education student enrolled in a 
bilingual or English-only program, and have 18 years or older to participate, I would like to 
invite you to participate in this research study by completing the attached survey.   
What to Expect: This research study is administered online.  Participation in this research will 
involve the completion of one survey questionnaire.  The first part of the questionnaire consists 
of 13 questions that will ask your perceptions and experiences in the educational program where 
you are participating.  The second part of the questionnaire will ask about your demographic 
information.  You may skip any questions that you do not wish to answer.  You will be expected 
to complete the questionnaire once.  It should take you about 15 minutes to complete. 
Risks: There are no risks associated with this project which are expected to be higher than those 
ordinarily encountered in daily life, or, the risks associated with this study are none. 
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Benefits: There are no direct benefits to you.  However, you may gain an appreciation and 
understanding of research results.  Also, this study will allow researchers to acquire a better 
understanding of the resource needs of higher education Hispanic students migrating to central 
Florida and whose home language is Spanish.  The study aims to identify students’ perceptions 
and preferences between bilingual and English-only programs.  It is the goal of the investigators 
that this study will identify future needs of additional bilingual universities to satisfy the needs of 
higher education Hispanic students with English limitation who have migrated to central Florida.  
This study will also provide insight into the academic and professional goal expectations of 
Hispanic students who reside in central Florida.   
Compensation: There is no compensation for responding nor is there any known risk. 
Your Rights and Confidentiality: Your participation in this research is voluntary.  There is no 
penalty for refusal to participate, and you are free to withdraw your consent and participation in 
this project at any time.   
Confidentiality:  All identifiable records will be available only to the investigators; the 
reputations of the participants will thus be guarded.  Survey results will be kept on the 
investigators’ password-protected computer.  Copies of the uncoded data will be kept on a 
password-protected external hard drive to which only the investigators will have access.  The 
data will be considered anonymous.  Participants will not be required to provide any information 
that might identify them in the survey. 
The records of this study will be kept private.  Any written results will discuss group findings 
and will not include information that will identify you.  Research records will be stored on a 
password-protected computer in a locked office and only researchers and individuals responsible 
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for research oversight will have access to the records.  Data will be destroyed five years after the 
study has been completed. 
Contacts:  You may contact any of the researchers at the following addresses and phone 
numbers, should you desire to discuss your participation in the study and request information 
about the results of the study: Lilliam Roman, 8628 Twined Creek Lane, Charlotte, NC 28227. 
Tel. 407-334-2079.  If you have questions about your rights as a research volunteer, you may 
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“Bilingual Students’ Perceptions of English-Only Education: A study of Hispanic 
University Students in Central Florida” 
 
LIKERT 
Considering your educational experience at the college/university level, please respond to the 
following survey items using the following scale: 
 
       5                    4                       3                          2                     1 
Strongly   Agree      Uncertain  Disagree Strongly Disagree 
 
1. The curriculum used in the course facilitated the achievement levels I expected. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
2. Course materials were appropriate and facilitated my understanding of course content. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
3. Instructional techniques used in the classroom were appropriate for my needs as a learner. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
4. I acquired the desired level of content and information from the course as it was 
structured and presented. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
 
5. Course assignments were aligned with the course material covered in class and through 
readings. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
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6. Technology utilized in the course was appropriate and varied enough to facilitate my 
understanding of the course material. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
7. The accommodations provided by the instructor were appropriate and facilitated my 
access to course content. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
8. Educational resources available for the course were varied and sufficient for my needs. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
9. Support services were well advertised and readily accessible for me in addressing the 
course successfully. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
10. Accessibility to the instructor increased my comfort level in addressing course material. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
11. The class size was appropriate for the course and facilitated optimum achievement. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
12. Overall, the course was effectual in facilitating optimal achievement. 
5                          4                             3                             2                             1 
 
13. Overall, I am satisfied with the course as it was structured and presented. 







For each of the following items, put an X beside the choice that best describes you. 
1. Gender: Male ___ Female ___ 
2. Age: Your age group: ___ 18 to 24, ___25 to 29, ___, 30 to 34___, 35 to 39___  
over 40 
3. Hispanic: ____ Non-Hispanic____ 
4. Is Spanish your home language?  Yes ____ No_____ 






















 Appendix G 
Survey Participant Comments 
 




Anonymous  Having a professor who is willing to teach in a bilingual setting gives each 
individual in that class the sense of security that they are not being left without any 
of the information. This is one of the reasons why a lot of students that come from 





Anonymous  This is really an interesting research because certainly people who come from 
spanish speaking countries or their first language is spanish tend to have to pay extra 




Anonymous  I'm interested to read more about this. I'm assuming bilingual education involves 
two languages integrated throughout the education program. Is this different than 
just requiring students to take Spanish as a course? For bilinguall education, are 
students taught using both languages in all the courses, or does bilingual education 




Anonymous  As a Hispanic student that was born and raised in a Spanish speaking country, I 




Anonymous  I like your initiative. Bilingual education is an asset for everyone given the 
globalization and how intertwined our world is. 
About Us Connect & Contact FAQ Privacy Policy Terms of Use  
Address 414 Hungerford Drive, Suite 212, Rockville, Maryland 20850, USA 
Support support@allcounted.com 
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Copyright © 2019 AllCounted, Inc., All Rights Reserved. 
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